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The Cultural Biography of Sir William Hamilton’s Vases 
 
Abstract 
 
 
This doctoral thesis examines the cultural biographies of Sir William Hamilton’s 
collections of ancient Greek vases, including the ways in which meanings and values 
were attributed to them. More specifically, this thesis compares various practices of 
recording, copying and appropriating objects from these collections, and in so doing 
discusses the various ways of interpreting them. By reproducing a specific repertoire of 
images from a variety of popular media, it aims to rediscover a late eighteenth- and early 
nineteenth-century way of viewing, receiving and appreciating classical art. These media 
(e.g. engraved antiquarian catalogues, paintings, drawings, sketches and selected forms 
of craftsmanship such as Wedgwood’s pottery and Sir John Soane’s cork models) 
appropriated and fabricated antique culture in the form of figured vases. In other 
words, this thesis considers the effect of various aesthetic changes and artistic choices on 
the production and distribution of images that were taken from Hamilton’s vases during 
the decades around 1800.  
 
My central argument is that the visual reproduction of Hamilton’s vases was a pervasive 
and essential constituent of the contemporary pursuit of art and literature, rather than 
an accidental aesthetic result of their physical presence alongside one another in art and 
antiquarian publications of the time. I also show that the reception of the painted vases 
that Hamilton collected when he was resident in Naples (1764–1800) was the product 
of a long and complex relationship between the antiquarian tradition and socio-cultural 
discourses over the practices of collecting and exhibiting taste before and after 1800.  
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Fig. 1.1 Hand-coloured engraved frontispiece, G. M. Cassini, in G. B. Passeri, Picturae 
Etruscorum, (1775), III, BRKU. In the company of a workman with a shovel, a collector is 
looking at the top of an ancient monument, upon which stand two red-figured vases. Another 
painted vase together with an elongated marble bust of a young boy also appear in the picture. 
The scene, which presumably depicts an imaginary Italian archaeological site, successfully 
illustrates the appeal of the newly discovered painted vases to various antiquaries and collectors 
in the third quarter of the eighteenth century. 
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Chapter 1 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The history of collecting is a rewarding field of enquiry for understanding the many 
different ways that objects have been seen and valued in the past by different people and 
for various reasons. Not least, these stories in all their variety can provide fresh insights 
into our own way of seeing how people make things meaningful and why they ascribe 
value to them. In examining a particular collection, it is possible to illustrate the way 
that certain objects become invested with meaning and cultural significance through the 
social networks they are caught up in. Additionally, a closer view of these processes can 
provide an understanding of the relations between the practices of artistic creation and 
the reception of classical art that has been assimilated into the body of aesthetic thought 
of a particular period in time. In compiling an anthology of those ideas out of which 
ancient art – in the form of painted vases – has been received, this thesis reunites 
various practices of recording, copying and appropriating objects from a single 
collection, long dispersed, and in so doing revives ways of interpreting them. Thus, in 
presenting the ability of images to re-construct and re-visualise material culture, my aim 
is not only to evaluate the resonance between various artistic practices and methods of 
interpreting objects from the past. It is also to rediscover, as far as possible, a late 
eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century way of seeing, receiving and appreciating 
ancient art. 
 
 
1. 1 
Research aims and objectives  
 
This thesis traces the particularities of the artistic reception of classical art in broader 
culture during the decades before and after 1800. It seeks to explore the cultural 
biographies which underlie ancient Greek vases, as well as the ways in which meaning 
and value are created amongst them. Thus, it reproduces a specific repertoire of images, 
drawn from a variety of popular media which appropriated and fabricated antique 
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culture (e.g. engraved catalogues, paintings, drawings and selected forms of 
craftsmanship), in order to show the extent to which antiquarianism, artistic practice, 
and contemporary aesthetic approaches towards classical antiquity were inextricably 
linked to the objects themselves. By focusing, in particular, on the vast collection of 
ancient vases that Sir William Hamilton amassed while he was the British envoy in 
Naples for more than thirty years (1764–1800), this study discusses how his figured 
vases became part of an artistic discourse, which operated between the archaeological 
remains of classical antiquity and late eighteenth-century approaches towards the 
reproduction of ancient art. Hamilton thus stands at the centre of this narrative, 
providing an excellent focal point for the exploration of various themes. In considering 
Hamilton’s attitude towards collecting, this case study also provides an extensive 
opportunity for a more critical discussion of his responses to a new collecting habit. 
These responses have been relatively neglected or overlooked in previous scholarship.  
 
However, this study is not primarily concerned with his personal and professional affairs 
while in Naples or London – an area in which exceptional work has already been 
undertaken by Knight, Jenkins and Sloan.1 Equally, it is not concerned with the 
problems and issues of the long production of Hamilton’s sumptuous publications of 
his vases, an area that has also seen excellent published work by Griener, Smallwood 
and Woodford.2 The broader scene of collecting ancient vases in the late-eighteenth 
century is likewise not a major theme of the study. Neither is this study a biographical 
account of a particular collector, of the kind written by Fothergill or Constantine.3  
 
My primary concern has rather been to consider the effect of various aesthetic changes 
and certain artistic choices on the production and distribution of images that were 
taken from Hamilton’s vases around 1800. In so doing, I will argue that the visual 
reproduction of Hamilton’s vases was a pervasive and essential constituent of the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  Knight, Hamilton a Napoli, (1990); Jenkins and Sloan (eds.), Vases and Volcanoes: Sir William Hamilton 
and His Collection, (1996), (hereafter Vases and Volcanoes). 
2  Griener, Le Antichità Etrusche … La Pubblicazione delle Ceramiche Antiche della Prima Collezione Hamilton, 
(1992); Smallwood and Woodford (eds.), Corpus Vasorum Antiquorum … Hamilton’s Second Collection of 
Vases Recovered from the Wreck of HMS Colossus, (2003). 
3  Fothergill, Sir William Hamilton Envoy Extraordinary, (1969); Constantine, Fields of Fire: A life of Sir 
William Hamilton, (2001). 	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contemporary pursuit of art and literature, rather than an accidental aesthetic result of 
their physical presence in books and art of the time. More specifically, I aim: 
 
• To provide a window onto the real-life exchanges between the classical past and the 
eighteenth-century cultural scene so often obscured in literary works on the 
reception of Hamilton’s vases (e.g. the visual interpretation of his vases may have 
played a major part in enabling viewers across Europe to acquaint themselves with 
the vases’ aesthetic potential and value). 
 
• To observe how artists and engravers elaborated and transferred objects from 
Hamilton’s vases into another context using their own techniques, imagination and 
the manners inherent in the debates about taste and the aesthetics of artistic 
interpretation around 1800. For example, painted vases gradually became a popular 
commodity for connoisseurs and collectors and featured in many contemporary 
publications and in other art media such as paintings, drawings and sketches. 
 
• To determine whether the biographical possibilities (artefact biography) inherent in 
this new status of ancient vases and their meanings were realized, expressed and 
received by artists themselves.  
 
 
1. 2 
Keywords and themes  
 
The following section defines some of the terms commonly used in this research and 
identifies three generic themes under which the aims presented above have been 
developed. My purpose here is not to explain how these terms will be used (this will be 
discussed in section 1.4). I rather aim to briefly review their contextual meaning and 
why they have been selected. 
 
Aesthetics and Culture 
In defining what people sought in classical art, particularly in Greek vases, during the 
decades before and after 1800, the obvious aesthetic appeal of the vases, to collectors, 
artists, writers, scholars and connoisseurs must be considered. I define aesthetics here as 
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the qualitative perception, interpretation and evaluation of the tangible and intangible 
properties of material culture, although this varies according to context and time.4 Thus, 
the use of the term aesthetics here is not simply concerned with the appreciation of 
beauty through the senses as a key component of art and aesthetic experience, which 
defined the work of early–modern aesthetics.5 Rather than look for intrinsic properties 
of objects, including aesthetic or formal properties, attention has turned to extrinsic or 
relational properties, notably of a social, historical or ‘institutional’ nature. The 
exploration of such relational properties is nowhere better exemplified than in the work 
of Danto, Dickie and Levinson, even though their approaches are significant different.6 
My approach to the term also includes questions of visual appearance and effect. For 
example, the analysis of the visual characteristics of artefacts themselves can be object-
centered (either in a material or aesthetic dimension) or object-driven (i.e. as evidence of 
the relationship between objects and the society that exploits, fabricates and reproduces 
them).  
 
By the term culture,7 I refer here not only to its broadest sense (e.g. the way people lived) 
but also to its more specialist sense. This includes the ideas, passions and beliefs that 
occupied people’s social and private lives and which were closely connected with 
collecting, interpreting and displaying art. To an extent, this also focuses on culture as 
an entity made up of networks of cultural production, distribution and reproduction as 
explained in the work of Charles Kadushin.8 Therefore, it is the general process of 
intellectual and aesthetic development associated with an elite ideal and activities such 
as artistic practice and collecting that concerns me.9 In short, I recognize those 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4  Although the term derives from the Greek word αἰσθάνομαι [aisthanomai, meaning ‘I perceive, feel, 
sense’], it was first used in a Latin form as the title of Baumgarten’s work Aesthetica. 
5  See, for instance, Baumgarten, Aesthetica, (1750–1758); Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, [German: Kritik 
der reinen Vernunft], 1781; on Shaftesbury, see Ayres (ed.), Characteristicks of Men, Manners, Opinions, 
Times (1999). 
6  Danto, The Transfiguration of the Common-place, (1981); Dickie, Art and the Aesthetic: An Institutional 
Analysis, (1974); Levinson, Music, Art and Metaphysics: Essays in Philosophical Aesthetics, (1990). 
7  Although from the 1840s in Germany, Kultur was being used in very much the sense in which 
civilization had been used in eighteenth-century universal histories, the modern development of the word 
is rather complex; see Williams, Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Society, (1983). 
8  Kadushin, ‘Networks and Circles in the Production of Culture’, in Peterson (ed.), The Production of 
Culture, (1976), 769–784. 
9  This was also central to the ideas of culture during the eighteenth century. The term connoted a process 
of cultivation or improvement. The definition of Enlightenment was also similar to the concept of Bildung. 
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characteristics that describe the works and practices of intellectual and artistic activity, 
and with particular reference either to material artefacts as the material dimension of 
culture or to signifying practices and symbolic systems through which meanings are 
produced. 
 
Reception 
A first step towards a reconsideration of late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century 
responses to Greek vases involves some reflection on the contemporary character of the 
artefacts themselves as well as on the meanings that human attributions and motivations 
have endowed them with (e.g. the status and value ascribed to them when they were 
displayed in antiquarian publications and popular media like paintings and drawings). 
No aesthetic or social analysis of the artefacts and visual culture of ancient art, however, 
can deny a minimum level of use and reception by individuals and society as a whole. 
Therefore, it is necessary to examine the context in which ancient material culture is 
consumed, received and appropriated. Nonetheless, it is not just the certain ways by 
which society understood the past or the various reasons for which art was made out of 
art, which serve here as characteristic examples of the contemporary dialogue between 
individuals and antiquity as shown in the work of Rosemary Sweet and Leonard 
Barkan.10 It is not concerned with analyzing the socio-historical determinants behind the 
radically different propensity of various social classes to acquaint themselves with art, as 
in the work of Pierre Bourdieu and Alain Darbel.11 Nor is it concerned with classical art 
as experienced over time in an institutional context, as in a more recent work by Donna 
Kurtz12. Reception (e.g. the manner in which people regarded, accepted and rejected art) 
is rather defined here as the phenomenon that is concerned not only with individual 
objects and their relationship with one another, but also with the broader cultural 
processes which shape and make up these relationships. 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
German scholars such as Johann Gottfried Herder (1744–1803), for instance, argued that human 
creativity is of equal importance to human rationality. 
10  Sweet, Antiquaries: the Discovery of the Past in Eighteenth-Century Britain, (2004), xix; Barkan, Unearthing 
the Past: Archaeology and Aesthetics in the Making of Renaissance Culture, (1999), xxxii. 
11  Bourdieu and Darbel, The Love of Art: European Art Museums and their Public, (1991). 
12  Kurtz, (ed.), The Reception of Classical Art in Britain: An Oxford Story of Plaster Casts from the Antique, 
(2000); and (ed.) Reception of Classical Art: An Introduction, (2004).	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Artist ic practice  
What has been absent in the study of late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century 
culture so far is an awareness of the relationships between artists and ancient Greek 
vases and the material and aesthetic dimensions of these relations in artistic practice. 
Understanding how classical antiquity was appropriated and received entails 
understanding the origin, nature and functioning of continuous development in artistic 
practice and how this was then circulated through social agency and culture. Moreover, 
it is likely to be impossible to grasp the significance of the artefacts themselves without 
reflecting on the people responsible for their interpretation. This may also tell us about 
the character of artistic practice and artists’ identity and highlight the gradual shift in 
taste and aesthetics (e.g. the extent to which the understanding and reception of 
Hamilton’s collection was influenced by the ways artists received, worked with, and 
transmitted ideas and images in various forms and cultural contexts). It follows from 
this that a theory of classical reception through artistic practice must explain: a) the 
mechanisms that served to influence the role of material culture in artists’ life; b) the 
nature and status of objects as a medium for understanding the mutual influences 
between art and the artist; c) the body of reason and thought justifying such artistic 
initiatives; and d) artists’ preference for vases over statues and hence their desire to 
draw, fabricate and pictorially appropriate them. 
 
 
1. 3 
Forms and parameters of this thesis 
 
1. 3. 1 
Why choose the Hamilton Collection? 
 
Although the analysis of iconography, style and the appearance of certain objects in the 
art scene of the late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century eventually took quite 
different disciplinary directions (see section 1.3.3), the study of the reception of the 
collections of individuals such as Hamilton assume additional significance. The range of 
Hamilton’s collecting interests, the wealth of the material available, and their 
significance in understanding both the phenomenon of collecting and the role that his 
Greek vases played in the biography and reception of art are not, however, the only 
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reasons I have chosen this particular collection. In addition, by offering an appropriate 
starting point for a deeper consideration of the uses and abuses of classical art, 
Hamilton and his vases serve as a useful case study for developing an understanding of 
the nature and role of the antiquity around 1800. Additionally, the artistic practice of 
that time provides a sound basis for the visual documentation of these particular 
objects, both in terms of the pictorial appropriation of their painted scenes and their 
material qualities over a period of fifty years.  
 
 	  	  	  	  
Fig. 1.2 Captain William Hamilton, J. 
Reynolds, 1757–1772, oil on canvas 
(76.8 x 63.8 cm),	  
Toledo Museum of Art (Ohio)13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. 3. 2 
Hamilton’s biography 
 
Early years 
The son of Lord Archibald Hamilton and Lady Jane Hamilton, William Hamilton (Fig. 
2) was born at Park Place, near Henley on 13 December 1730. Although there is little to 
note about his father, Hamilton’s mother’s appointment as Mistress of the Robes in the 
royal household of Frederick, Prince of Wales ensured that her son ‘was brought up as 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13  I am thankful to the Toledo Museum of Art (Ohio) for kindly providing me with a b/w image of this 
portrait.	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another foster brother to the future George III.14 At the conclusion of his studies at 
Westminster School, Hamilton was commissioned ensign in the 3rd regiment of Foot 
Guards (1747) and in 1753 he was promoted to lieutenant. Becoming aware of his 
aptitude for civilian rather than military life, Hamilton left the army in 1758 and 
married Catherine Barlow (1738–1782), the daughter of John Barlow, MP and 
landowner. His marriage, which was successful by the standards of the English middle 
classes, was to provide him with an estimated annual income of ten thousand pounds.15 
Catherine was an educated, attractive but frail young woman who, on her mother’s 
death (1770), inherited rental properties in Pembrokeshire. Raised in Frederick’s courtly 
milieu, Hamilton was surrounded by many collections of paintings and also subject to 
the examples of his father, and uncle, Charles Hamilton, both of whom were collectors 
of sculpture and old masters. He gradually became part of the circle of connoisseurs and 
collectors centred around Horace Walpole (1717–1797), the future diplomat and 
collector Lord Stormont (1727–1796) and Frederick Hervey (1730–1803), the eccentric 
future Earl-Bishop. It was these acquaintances that heavily influenced Hamilton’s life at 
a point when he was about to change career.  
 
Profess ional and personal l i fe in Naples 
The assumption of power by Charles Bourbon (III of Spain) in 1734, after a 250-year 
period of governance by the Spanish and Austrian viceroys, established an independent 
Kingdom with Naples as its capital extending from Sicily up through Southern Italy and 
beyond to the borders with the Roman States.16 As Sloan remarks, Charles III ‘was 
concerned most of all with creating a new royal capital and with promoting the 
impression in Europe of an enlightened monarchy.’17 The great building programmes of 
the court and nobility were part of a concerted attempt to give Naples a cultural status 
appropriate to a big city (Naples’ 350,000 inhabitants made it the third largest city in 
Europe, after London and Paris18). After Sir James Gray (c. 1708–1773) left Naples in 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14  Knight, ‘William Hamilton and the “Art of Going Through Life”’, Vases and Volcanoes, 14. 
15  Fothergill, Envoy Extraordinary, (1969), 31. 
16  On the history of the Bourbon Court see Acton, The Bourbons of Naples 1734–1825, (1957). 
17  Sloan, “Observations on the Kingdom of Naples”: William Hamilton’s Diplomatic Career’, Vases and 
Volcanoes, 30. 
18  Knight, ‘William Hamilton and the “Art of Going Through Life”’, 11. 
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April 1763, Hamilton applied for the post of envoy-extraordinary19 to the Spanish court 
at Naples with immediate success. Hamilton had won a seat in the British parliament 
already, but given the state of Catherine’s fragile health, he had no hesitation in leaving 
England for a warmer climate which could benefit her health.  
 
Hamilton’s diplomatic duties consisted mainly of monitoring Jacobin activities, 
collecting information about the present state of defense of Naples, maintaining a 
correspondence with other British diplomats throughout Europe as well as reporting on 
the shifts of policy between Spain and Naples which could affect Britain’s interests. In 
the meantime, Hamilton and the young King Ferdinand IV had become friends and 
began spending long hours together on hunting expeditions. Hamilton also came to 
enjoy a close friendship with Queen Maria Carolina, the sister of Marie Antoinette of 
France. Life in Naples was more than satisfactory. The Hamiltons had residences to the 
North and South of the city – a small villa (casino) on the beach of Posillipo (later called 
the Villa Emma after Hamilton’s second wife) and another at Portici, close to Vesuvius 
(the Villa Angelica) – but their main residence was the Palazzo Sessa, in the most elegant 
quarter of the capital.20 A letter to his nephew Charles Greville is quite characteristic of 
Hamilton’s leisurely Neapolitan life: ‘we dine’, he says, ‘at our casino … every day; where 
it is cool as in England. Spring and autumn we inhabit our sweet house in Portici … and 
in the winter I follow the King to Caserta … after wild boars.’21   
 
After Catherine died (August 1782), Hamilton decided to take leave from his duties and 
tour the regions of Calabria and Messina. He even wrote an account for the Royal 
Society of the after-effects of the cataclysmic earthquakes there. Soon after he visited 
London in August 1783 to see to his wife’s internment and to organize her estates in 
Wales, he met a young woman, then known as Emma Hart (1765–1815), to whom he 
offered protection and accommodation in Naples. Emma was then the mistress of 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19  The major British ambassadorial appointments were Paris, Vienna, St Petersburg, Madrid and 
Constantinople. Venice, Leghorn (Livorno) and Parma had consuls while Florence and Naples had 
envoys because of their courts’ connections with the greater powers of Austria and Spain. Rome had no 
such representative because of the Pope’s recognition of the Stuart claims to the British throne.   
20  Knight, ‘I Luoghi di Delizie di William Hamilton’, Napoli Nobilissima, 20, (1981), ff. 5–6, 185. 
21  Morrison,  Catalogue of the Collection of Autograph Letters and Historical Documents, (1893–1894), no. 92, 
letter from Hamilton to Greville (27 June 1780, Naples), 60; and no. 101 (13 march 1781, Caserta), 68. 
See also Knight, ‘William Hamilton and the “Art of Going Through Life”’, 15–16. 
	   11	  
Hamilton’s nephew but with Greville’s strong encouragement, Hamilton soon found 
himself captivated by her alluring beauty and her singing and theatrical attitudes, a 
welcome divertissement for his numerous guests; a ‘Gegenstand’ (object), as Goethe 
describes, to which Hamilton’s life was fully devoted.22 They were finally married in 
1791. 
 
The bloody events in Paris, especially after the execution of the king and queen of 
France and the ensuing war between Britain and France, along with Horatio Nelson’s 
(1758–1805) affair with Emma, made Hamilton’s final years in Naples the most 
turbulent and controversial of his long career. He also found himself getting deeper into 
personal debt and being thrust into war’s increasingly delicate diplomatic negotiations. 
Given the brutal aftermath of the revolution, Hamilton’s ill-health, his diplomatic 
impotence and presumably the scandal provoked by Emma’s liaison with Nelson, the 
British government decided to recall him (1800), although ‘it was said officially that he 
was retiring at his own request’.23 Hamilton took his official leave on 22 April 1800. 
Hamilton, Nelson and Emma, by now heavily pregnant with the latter’s child, reached 
London in early November of the same year. In London, Hamilton found himself 
mocked as a cuckold in newspapers and caricatures. Old and ill, he was only content 
with visiting the British Museum and the meetings of the Royal Society. After desperate 
attempts to secure his pension, Hamilton died in London, at no. 23 Piccadilly, on 6 
April 1803, with Emma and Nelson at his side. 
 
Collect ing in Naples 
When he took up his official duties in 1764, Hamilton found a city of contrasts, where 
wealth and culture reigned with poverty and corruption. Although it is not entirely true 
to suggest that Hamilton’s diplomatic duties were light and that this enabled him to 
devote his time to collecting, Naples offered him the chance to indulge his passions, 
mainly as a connoisseur and as a man of taste and less as a diplomat. Although he 
parted with most of his paintings before he left England, his arrival in Naples 
encouraged him to collect on a grand scale. During his presence there, Hamilton 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22  Goethe, Italian Journey, (16 March 1787); see also a letter from Horace Walpole to Mary Berry, 11 
September 1791, in which Walpole commented that Hamilton ‘has actually married his gallery of statues’, 
Lewis, (ed.), [et. al.], The Yale Edition of Horace Walpole’s Correspondence, (1937–1983), XI, 349.  
23  Ingamells, A Dictionary of British and Irish Travellers in Italy, 1701–1800, (1997), 459. 
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managed to acquire a large quantity of paintings, including works by Titian, Rubens, 
Canaletto, Reynolds, Holbein, Velázquez and Van Dyck.24 He also collected hundreds 
of pieces of ancient glass, bronzes, terracotta, coins, cameos, intaglios, gems, statuary, 
jewellery, and erotic curiosa. It was Hamilton’s collection of Greek vases, however, that 
attracted a great deal of interest, and his fame as a connoisseur rests more on those than 
on his interest in other objects of ‘virtu’. Above all, the acquisitions which gave him 
such fame were the two vast collections of ancient vases he amassed between the mid-
1760s and late-1780s. 
 
In Naples Hamilton found a city that was already the epicentre of archaeological 
investigation, a favoured destination on a gentleman’s cultural and intellectual agenda, 
and a ‘prime rendez-vous for all amateurs of antiquities’.25 There is no doubt that his 
appointment as envoy put him in an environment in which collecting antiquities was a 
much greater temptation, despite the busy life his job entailed. However, it seems that 
his first impressions of Italy had been mixed; he confessed to Horace Mann (c. 1706–
1786), the British ambassador to Florence, that ‘the more I see of this country the more 
I like it and the more I see of the people the less I like them’.26 Even with a relatively 
small income, Hamilton’s collecting activities were more extensive that we might have 
expected;27 he succeeded in acquiring the finest pieces of pottery that were available and 
accessible in the South of Italy and the Neapolitan surroundings. While the services of 
Italian middlemen presumably did not come cheap, he acquired many vases from 
collections built up by others before him.28 He knew, however, that the lack of resources 
and his large out-of-pocket expenses could have stopped him acquiring from others the 
best pieces available. He therefore conducted his own excavations at Capua, Nola, and 
Trebbia. His debts, however, and the pressing need for income made Hamilton realize 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24  On Hamilton’s collection of paintings, see Sloan, ‘“Picture-Mad in Virtue-Land”: Sir William 
Hamilton’s Collections of Paintings’, Vases and Volcanoes; and ‘Sir William Hamilton’s Insuperable Taste 
for Painting’, JHC, (1997), 75–92. 
25  Schnapp, ‘Introduction: Neapolitan Effervescence’, JHC, (2007), 161. 
26  Ingamells, Dictionary of British and Irish Travellers in Italy, 1701–1800, (1997), 453–454. 
27  Hamilton’s pay on appointment was that of £5 a day and £8 after his promotion to Plenipotentiary; 
Constantine, Fields of Fire, (2001), 30. 
28  On vase collections prior to Hamilton, see Lyons, ‘The Museo Mastrilli and the Cultures of Collecting 
in Naples, 1700–1755’, JHC, (1992); and ‘The Neapolitan Context of Hamilton’s Antiquities Collection’, 
JHC, (1997). See also Masci, ‘The Birth of Ancient Vase Collecting in Naples in the Early Eighteenth 
Century’, JHC, (2007). 
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that he could not simply engage in art collecting as a passion, but that it would also have 
to be an investment.  
 
Publishing and dealing with vases  
By the last quarter of the eighteenth century ancient art had become expensive and only 
a few could afford to buy, while impassioned antiquaries were the most energetic 
guardians of the local archaeological landscape. James Clark (c. 1745–1800), a Scottish 
painter and antiquary,29 wrote to a traveler named Thomas Chinnal Porter (c. 1759–
1839) with excitement:  
I have dealt pretty considerably in Etruscan [i.e. vases] … acknowledged by 
antiquarians to be the most ancient monuments of the Fine Arts that now 
exist. The subjects represented upon some of them exhibit certain religious 
Rites of the ancient Greek … Mythology, and more particularly of the 
Eleusinian Mysteries, which neither the Paintings of Herculaneum nor even 
Antique Sculpture have hitherto handed down to us.30   
 
The economics of publishing had gradually facilitated the development of illustrated 
books whose images were devised to offer reliable information to a reasonably wide 
readership. Meanwhile, the richness of newly-excavated material from the ancient 
Roman cities of Pompeii and Herculaneum gave Naples a remarkable role in the 
classical revival that swept through Europe in the second half of the eighteenth century. 
A set of eight volumes on Le Antichitá di Ercolano (1757–1792), for instance, published 
by the Royal Herculaneum Academy, was, in the words of Sir Harold Acton, “to 
influence taste from St. Petersburg to Edinburgh for the next half century”.31  
 
The quality and influence of such publications, the calibre of Winckelmann’s studies 
and the completeness of Hamilton’s collection certainly must also have been of great 
impact on his decision to make his vases available to a wider public. Why else should he 
have begun publishing a catalogue of his vases as soon as he set foot in Naples? 
Hamilton was not particularly interested in either the (art) historical value of the objects 
themselves – as they could contribute to the knowledge of the past – or in a collection 
of antiquities that could help interpret the different periods and various styles of Greek 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29  Clark was charged with overseeing the evacuation of Hamilton’s collections from Naples in 1798. 
30  Ingamells, A Dictionary, 208–209. 
31  Chaney and Ritchie (eds.), Oxford, China and Italy: Writings in Honour of Sir Harold Acton, (1984), 165. 
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art. Instead, he was mostly captured by a radical and revolutionary – for an antiquities’ 
collector – idea of expanding the creative spirit and skillful capabilities of the artists of 
his days; that is to use ancient art in order to raise British, indeed European, 
consciousness in what we now called the decorative arts as well as to provide the vehicle 
for the proliferation of classical taste. 
 
 
Fig. 1.3 Engraved title page in English and French, 1766, d’Hancarville, AEGR, I, GRI 	  	  
 
Hamilton’s lavishly illustrated catalogue with hand-coloured engraved plates (Fig. 1.3) 
was published in Naples under the title Antiquités Ètrusques, Grecques, et Romaines Tirées 
du Cabinet de M. Hamilton (Collection of Etruscan, Greek, and Roman Antiquities from 
the Cabinet of the Honble. Wm. Hamilton) in four folio-volumes (hereafter AEGR), 
with texts by Pierre François Hugues, (baron d’Hancarville). The process took several 
years and, although dated 1766–1767, few copies actually reached the hands of the 
subscribers before the early 1770s. Hamilton certainly achieved his educational aim with 
this costly project, as it influenced European design in furnishings, porcelain, wall 
coverings, and interior decoration. Within a year of the publication of the first volume, 
the pottery master Josiah Wedgwood began his production based on vases in Hamilton’s 
publication. The following comments were written in Piranesi’s Diverse Maniere 
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d'adornare i Cammini ed ogni altra Parte degli Edifizi of 1769, at a time when he probably 
had seen only Volume I of Hamilton’s books: 
Whoever shall consider the great number of beauties observed in them 
[vases] by Caylus, and the still greater number which he has omitted, and 
which may be seen in the collection lately Published at Naples, a noble and 
magnificent collection made by M. Hamilton … with the excellence of taste 
which characterizes this Maecenas and protector of the fine arts, of which he 
has a perfect intelligence.32 
 
In February 1772 Hamilton sold his collection to the British Museum. The opinion of 
the Parliament Committee was that ‘a sum not exceeding £8,410 to be granted to his 
Majesty’ to enable the purchase ‘for the use of the public, … of the collection of 
Etruscan, Grecian, and Roman antiquities … brought from Italy by Sir William 
Hamilton’.33 In same year Hamilton was elected a honorary member of the Accademia 
Clementina in Bologna and the following year he was made a Knight of the Bath and 
elected a fellow of the Society of Antiquaries. In the meantime, while a lively interest in 
works of artistic theory secured the quick diffusion of the classical past throughout 
Europe,34 the large-scale systematic investigation and precise documentation of ancient 
pottery was enthusiastically received by a large number of connoisseurs and learned 
gentlemen all over the continent. Hamilton did not resume collecting until 1789 and 
within two years he was engaged in another publishing project. Far less expensive than 
the AEGR, his Collection of Engravings from Ancient Vases mostly of Pure Greek Workmanship 
Discovered in Sepulchres in the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies (hereafter CEAV) was edited by 
Johann Heinrich Wilhelm Tischbein (1751–1829), the German painter and director of 
the Neapolitan Academy of Fine Arts. Although dated 1791–1795, the four volumes of 
the catalogue were not published until much later in late 1790s and early 1800s.    
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32   Ramage, ‘The Initial Letters in Sir William Hamilton’s Collection of Antiquities’, Burlington Magazine, 
(1987), 453. 
33  CE 4, Original Papers, 1743–1946, Acts and Votes of Parliament Relating to the British Museum, 1753–
1824, (20 March 1772), 78 
34  By the third quarter of the eighteenth century, Daniel Webb’s Inquiry into the Beauties of Painting (1760) 
had been translated into French (1765), German (1766) and Italian (1791); similarly Meng’s Gedanken 
über die Schönheit (1774) was published in Italian/Spanish (1780), French (1781) and English (1792) and 
Winckelmann’s Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums (1764) was published in French (1766) and Italian (1779 
& 1783–1784). 
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Although Tischbein’s work won great acclaim throughout Europe,35 Hamilton’s 
attempts to sell his second collection to English and foreign collectors – he would have 
expected almost twice the amount he had spent (approximately £7,000)36 – were 
unsuccessful. Consequently, just before the French invasion of northern Italy in 
February 1798, he was forced to send the best pieces of his collection back to England. 
Unfortunately, the HMS Colossus with Hamilton’s vases packed in twenty-four cases 
was grounded and broke up off the Scilly Isles while trying to escape a storm three days 
after it left Naples (10 December 1798).37 However, as it turned out, by a fortunate 
mistake the best items of his collection had not been loaded on board, but formed part 
of sixteen other cases that were later shipped to England. Hamilton finally sold his 
collection in 1801 at Christie’s (27–28 March, 17–18 April) – the vases being all bought 
by the British interior designer and rising collector Thomas Hope (1769–1831) for the 
sum of £4,000.38  
 
Volcanoes and other projects  
Hamilton was a very busy man and collecting vases was not his only occupation when he 
was not engaged in politics and leisure activities. Together with his friend Richard Payne 
Knight he was involved in the search for a surviving cult of Priapus in the Isernia 
province (then in Abruzzo), north of Naples. This interest resulted in Knight’s 
controversial Account of the Remains of the Worship of Priapus, privately published by the 
Dilettanti Society in 1786.39 While stationed at Naples, Hamilton also developed a great 
interest in volcanoes which resulted in a published (1776) account of his observations 
on the Volcanoes of the Two Sicilies, (Campi Phlegraei). Pietro Fabris (1756–1779), an 
Italian painter and engraver was responsible for 58 hand-coloured gouache paintings. A 
second volume followed in 1779, including a long description of the eruption of that 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
35  See, for instance, Landsberger, Wilhelm Tischbein, (1908), 129. 
36  Alten, Aus Tischbein’s Leben und Briefwechsel, (1972), 54, letter to Duchess Amalia (19 March 1791); See 
also Hamilton’s letters to Greville; Morrison, Autograph Letters, no. 182, (6 June 1790, Naples) and no. 
185 (21 September 1790). 
37  On the rediscovery, see Morris, HMS Colossus: The Story of the Salvage of Hamilton Treasures, (1979); see 
also Smallwood and Woodford (eds.), Corpus Vasorum, 16–22. 
38  Tillyard, The Hope Vases: A Catalogue and a Discussion of the Hope Collection of Greek vases, (1923), 1. 
39  The cult of Priapus was an ancient festival in reverence of St Cosmo’s ‘big toe’, a local euphemism for 
phallus. Assuming the cult had ancient origins, Hamilton searched for evidence of an ancient temple 
although without success. The account of this quest, however, was passed on to the Royal Society and was 
subsequently published with Hamilton’s explanation.	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year. Moreover, after he was elected a fellow of the Royal Society in 1766, Hamilton 
made careful observations of active volcanoes accompanied by drawings and submitted 
them to the Society, which were later published in the Philosophical Transactions between 
1767 and 1795.  
 
Assessment 
Hamilton lived for thirty-six years in a city in which his activities as a collector and 
patron of the arts rather than as a diplomat attracted European notice. All his life, he 
had striven to collect, although he was not always able to determine the fate of his 
collections. He was defined in the end by his own weakness and refusal to foresee his 
looming economic and ethical disasters. However, the usefulness of material culture as a 
means of transmitting knowledge of the past and the reconstruction of its intellectual 
significance in the cultural sphere of the late eighteenth century did not go unnoticed 
by Hamilton. In his volumes, for instance, culture is reconstructed by an aesthetic, 
historical and visual judgment on the material remains of the past. They are also a prime 
indicator of a collector’s desire to spend an even larger sum of money on having his 
objects engraved rather than on further acquisitions. Sir Nathaniel Wraxall’s words 
summarize Hamilton’s personality to a great extent:  
Constituted in himself the greatest source of entertainment, no less than of 
instruction, which that capital then afforded to strangers … he had 
nevertheless such an air of intelligence … Endowed with a superior 
understanding, a philosophic mind, and a strong inclination to the study of 
many branches of science, or of polite letters … he cultivated with 
distinguished success; he was … keen … in exploring the antiquities of 
Pompeii and Stabia, with as much enthusiasm as Pausanias did those of 
ancient Greece … With these qualifications, it cannot but excite wonder that 
he formed the delight and ornament of the Court of Naples.40  
 
As we will further see, in a century where ‘culture became, to an unprecedented degree, 
a commodity’,41 Hamilton’s art collecting and publishing activities contributed to a 
commercialized and artistic re-interpretation of ancient art, to the refinement of culture 
in the public sphere, and to the creation of a visual culture that expressed the collector’s 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
40  Quoted in Acton, The Bourbons of Naples, 163. 
41  Brewer, ‘The Most Polite Age and the Most Vicious: Attitudes towards Culture as a Commodity, 1660–
1800’, in Bermingham and Brewer (eds.), The Consumption of Culture 1600–1800: Image, Object, Text, 
(1995), 345. 
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status and intellectual power in society at large. However, despite his desire for things 
prized for their rarity and aesthetic value, along with his wide-ranging but not profound 
curiosity, Hamilton’s close acquaintance with ancient vases never lasted for long. The 
two grand disposals of his collections rather indicate that his life had never been 
completely dedicated to objects. The apparent distance and impersonal relationship 
between him and his vases rather indicate that he was attached to them more as a self-
promotional marketing strategy for achieving social status among his fellow collectors 
and co-patriots and less as a result of his desire to live among them.  
 
1. 3. 3 
Socio-cultural context (c.  mid eighteenth–early nineteenth century)  
 
While the impetus behind Hamilton’s affair with antiquity had much to do with general 
tendencies in Enlightenment thinking, it also related to developments within 
antiquarian studies and the art world. Hamilton lived in a period throughout which 
‘dilettante and its cognate amateur’ defined a cultural ideal42 and where the study of 
classical Roman antiquity was being revolutionized.43 It was also then that the 
remarkable archaeological discoveries made around the Bay of Naples, of which the 
discovery of the Roman ruins at Herculaneum and Pompeii was the most striking 
instance, provided an almost limitless supply of various examples in all media for 
comparative study. The newly established learned clubs and societies (e.g. the Dilettanti 
Society), their urban sociability, their enlightened patronage and refined 
connoisseurship, their travels to the Mediterranean, their sponsored expeditions and 
antiquarian publications and the great influx of wealthy visitors to Italy as part of the 
Grand Tour education:44 all elucidate a lively context of scholarly debate, antiquarian 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42  Redford, Dilettanti: The Antic and the Antique in Eighteenth-Century England, (2008), 1.  
43  The reorganization of the Capitoline Museum in Rome under the patronage of Pope Clement XII 
(1734), to which its holdings the great collection of Cardinal Albani was added; the decontextualization of 
the Farnese collection and its transfer from Parma to Naples; and the avidity with which the royalty and 
aristocracy of Europe collected classical antiquities and sculpture are very characteristic examples of such 
gradual but rather influential developments.	  	  
44  Beginning in the late sixteenth century, the Grand Tour became fashionable for young aristocrats to 
visit, Venice, Florence, Paris and above all Rome, as the culmination of their classical education. It was a 
practice which introduced Northern Europeans, and also Americans to the art and culture of France and 
Italy until the late eighteenth century. Grand Tourists were typically young men with a thorough 
grounding in Greek and Latin literature as well as some financial comfort, leisure time, and some interest 
in art. The most comprehensive general survey of the Grand Tour is offered by Hornsby (ed.), The Impact 
of Italy: the Grand Tour and Beyond (2000); Black, The British and the Grand Tour, (1985); see also Chard, 
Pleasure and Guilt on the Grand Tour: Travel Writing and Imaginative Geography, 1600-1830, (1999); 
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scholarship and amateur cabinets in Italy, France and Northern Europe. For less 
wealthy visitors, however, as Potts characteristically remarks, Italy, and Rome in 
particular, became ‘a place for pilgrimage for those seeking an aesthetic education, an 
act of veneration’ that Winckelmann’s writings on the art of antiquity clearly 
encouraged.45 Thus, Winckelmann’s (1717–1768) Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums, 
published in Dresden in 1764, was to inform and lead European methodology in the 
study of classical – and more particularly – Greek antiquity until well into the 
nineteenth century.46 These developments resulted in the formation of impressive 
collections of antiquities, especially marbles, which in turn graced the homes and 
libraries of wealthy amateurs and various aristocrats, partly inspiring contemporary 
design,47 and artistic practice and partly forming the basis for the study of ancient 
Greece and Rome through original sources. Moreover, Grand British collectors such as 
Sir Hans Sloane (1660–1753) were the epitome of the rising middle classes of the mid-
eighteenth century and perfectly reflected, as David Wilson remarks, ‘the spirit of the 
Enlightenment rather than the dying fall of the Renaissance’,48 to which they were 
sometimes ascribed. Thus, classical antiquities, much collected by gentlemen on the 
Grand Tour, as well as Egyptian material (mostly marbles) and material described as 
Etruscan formed the greatest source material for the formation of many of the great 
public museums and galleries of that time.49 
 
The fascination with ancient monuments helped to bring together what had mostly 
been two distinct areas of concern: the antiquarian and the artistic. The new wave of 
enthusiasm fostered a more fruitful discussion and exchange of ideas than before 
between antiquarians, who either were mostly interested in the cultural or religious 
practices of the ancient world or who could decode and recognize artistic styles in 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
most recently, see Babel and Paravacini (eds.), Grand Tour: Adeliges Reisen und Europaische Kultur vom 14. bis 
18. Jahrhubdert, (2005). See also Wilton, A. and Bignamini, I. (eds.), Grand Tour: The Lure of Italy in the 
Eighteenth Century, (exh. cat.), (1997), esp. 242–270. 
45  Mallgrave, F. and Potts, A. (eds.), Johann Joachim Winckelmann: History of the Art of Antiquity, (2006), 23. 
46  On Winckelmann, see Justi (ed.), Winckelmann und seine Zeitgenossen, (1956); more recently, see Potts, 
Flesh and the Ideal: Winckelmann and the Origins of Art History (1994).	  
47  On the subject, see, for example, the forthcoming essay ‘“The most ancient Monuments of the Fine 
Arts”: Collecting and displaying Greek vases in early Nineteenth-century English interiors’, in Coltman, 
V. (ed.), Making Sense of Greek Art: Ancient Visual Culture and its Receptions, (late 2012). 
48  Wilson, The British Museum: A History, (2002), 13. 
49  Wilson, The British Museum: A History, (2002), 39. 
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antique artefacts. Despite of a much greater interest in collecting sculpture, the marble-
mania50 was not to last forever. The study of Greek painted vases gradually became a 
pursuit that occupied scholars and antiquaries after the mid-eighteenth century. 
However, vases were not yet objects considered aesthetically pleasing, as Robert M. 
Cook remarks,51 and were appreciated in much the same way ‘as specimens in the 
cabinet of curiosities or as part of an interior decoration’.52 Moreover, when Hamilton 
arrived in Italy in the mid 1760s, vases were not high on the list of desirable acquisitions 
for northern European collectors. Only during the last decades of the century was there 
a period that also witnessed – although less intensely than with sculpture – a large 
number of scholarly publications of figured vases, the emergence of a vigorous market in 
black- and red-figured pottery – of which Hamilton himself was a major participant – as 
well as some early attempts to systematize or explain their figural representations (e.g. 
Felice Maria Mastrilli’s catalogue of his vase collection, Spiega di Vasi Antichi, c. 1755). 
Interestingly, during the eighteenth century all known vases had been found in Italy and 
there had not been opportunities for systematic excavations in Greece. As a result, these 
objects were assumed to have been made in the place of their discovery. It was when 
Hamilton, Winckelmann, and other Neapolitan intellectuals questioned the Etruscan 
origin of the figured vases found in southern Italy and Sicily that, therefore, they were 
certain that the true place of their production would eventually be recognized as lying in 
mainland Greece.53  
 
Hamilton was a man of the Enlightenment culture and his collections reflect the spirit 
of this culture, which was largely influenced by classical collecting and the aesthetics of 
its imagery. Placing an emphasis on the socio-cultural contexts that underline the 
reception of his vases, as well on the discourses that surrounded classical collecting 
during the decades around 1800, is necessary to understand the extent to which these 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
50  The term is taken by a recently published catalogue on an exhibition at Sir John Soane’s Museum (10 
October–22 December 2001) by Guilding, Marble Mania: Sculpture Galleries in England 1640–1840, (2006). 
The exhibition explored the mania for collecting antique sculpture during the two hundred years when it 
was very popular in England – a tradition that Soane himself was very much part of. 
51  See Cook, Greek Painted Pottery, (1966), 288–330. 
52  Lyons, ‘The Museo Mastrilli and the Cultures of Collecting in Naples, 1700–1755’, JHC, (1992), 1. 
53  For a brief survey of the perceptions of Greek vases current in the eighteenth century, see Burn, ‘Sir 
William Hamilton and the Greekness of Greek Vases’, JHC, (1997), 241–252. 	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contexts called into question both received ideas and attitudes towards ancient art, and 
the context within which they had developed.  
 
1. 3. 4 
Literature review 
 
With the exception of Lord Elgin (1766–1841), Charles Townley (1737–1805), Sir John 
Soane (1753–1837) and Richard Payne Knight (1751–1824), it is probable that more 
scholarly and biographical accounts have been devoted to Hamilton’s activities than to 
any other individual collector of his generation. This section’s main concern is to 
undertake a critical analysis of selected material that is related – directly or indirectly – 
to Hamilton’s vases and their reception. It focuses on those publications that formed 
the history and the artistic reception of ancient pottery as well as on a discussion of the 
existing gaps, strengths and weaknesses in studies generated during the last three 
quarters of the twentieth century. Evaluating the overall state of knowledge on ancient 
vases and late eighteenth-century visual culture requires a thorough examination of how 
particular scholars have reached their conclusions, and why they have followed 
particular approaches. This examination is placed in an antiquarian and art-historical 
context, weaving existing studies into a critical account of the state of scholarship that 
precedes the present study. 
 
1900–1960s 
Since the late nineteenth century, the pursuit of classical antiquities has been a major 
field of enquiry, but not without an occasional emphasis on particular collectors.54 
Although Hamilton and his vases were not yet a focus of attention, a few accounts 
primarily focused on various travels and private correspondences of prominent figures 
of the late eighteenth century, in which Hamilton’s affair with antiquity found a 
considerable but not always prominent place.55 Among them, Hamilton’s letters 
published by Alfred Morrison conjured up an entirely new image of a personality deeply 
involved in many of the socio-political and cultural upheavals of the period. Morrison’s 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
54  See, for instance, Smith and Hunt, ‘Lord Elgin and His Collection’, The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 
(1916). 
55  See, for example, Conneli, Portrait of a Whig Peer, compiled from the papers of the Second Viscount 
Palmerston (1739–1802), (1957); Scholes, Dr. Burney’s Musical Tours in Europe, I: An Eighteenth-Century 
Musical Tour in France and Italy, (1959). 
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remarkable achievement stands at the forefront of the English social and intellectual 
scene (e.g. with detailed reference to collecting, art dealing and commerce) and ensures 
a better and more concrete grasp of the relationships between Hamilton’s diplomatic 
life and the vogue for antiquities during the last quarter of the late eighteenth century. 
It also provides us – although without commentary – with primary evidence of 
Hamilton’s mindset while living and collecting in Naples.  
 
Although antiquarianism and cultural history pervaded many facets of the first half of 
the twentieth-century scholarship, such as in the pioneering works of Momigliano, Cust 
and Colvin,56 the study of the reception of ancient vases was not yet a common subject. 
However, the excellent work by Adolf Greifenhagen on the artistic interpretation of 
ancient Greek vases and their impact on late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century 
art was exemplary in discussing the extent to which such objects featured in various 
paintings, although it is limited by the evidence which was available at that time.57 
Despite covering a period of 100 years (1750–1850) and introducing a new method of 
dealing with the visual reproductions of the period, Greifenhagen’s work is limited to a 
certain level of detail. He considers the extent to which the perception of ancient vases 
(a few of which belonged to Hamilton) was materially reframed and aesthetically 
reconstructed by various artists, a subject which I intend to pursue in greater detail here. 
However, his failure – if not deliberate omission, due to the nature of his profession58 – 
to explore further the ways and reasons for how and why antiquarianism and artistic 
practice were linked to the objects themselves, does not reduce the importance of his 
study. Rather, it is, without exception, the most important treatment in the history of 
the pictorial appropriation of Greek vases to have appeared so far. 
 
In the 1940s and 1950s, the reception of classical art – and more particularly of Greek 
vases – attracted a group of academics who had in common a special interest in art 
historical thought and a desire to relate the material objects to classical texts and the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
56  See, for instance, Cust and Colvin (eds.), History of the Society of Dilettanti, (1914); Momigliano, 
‘Ancient History and the Antiquarian’, Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, (1950). 
57  Greifenhagen, ‘Griechische Vasen auf Bildnissen der Zeit Winckelmann’s und des Klassizismus’, 
Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen, (1939); and ‘Nachklänge Griechischer 
Vasenfunde im Klassizismus (1790–1840)’, Jahrbuch der Berliner Museen, (1963). 
58  Greifenhagen (1905–1989) was a German classical archaeologist and from 1958 until the late-
1970s, he was director of the Antikensammlung in West Berlin. 
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artistic practice of the decades before and after 1800. In the works of Agnes Mongan 
and Dora Wiebenson, however, the artistic reception of Hamilton’s vases are only 
occasionally mentioned.59 Moreover, although a notion of the appeal that Greco-Roman 
art has exerted on artists since the Renaissance is not absent from these approaches, as 
the work of Leonard Barkan indicates,60 one theme that dominated the historiography 
of ancient pottery in the mid-twentieth century is the emphasis on the understanding of 
the style of their paintings as well as on the recreation of the prominent and lesser 
personalities in Athenian potteries and individual workshops. The pioneering work by 
Sir John Beazley is characteristic.61 However, although only occasional accounts are to be 
found elsewhere,62 surprisingly little attention has been given to the history of the study 
of vase painting. 
 
In scholars’ determination to uphold the claims of an aesthetic response to classical art 
it was another collector’s story that had already shaken up the world of aesthetics and 
set the boundaries of the central place that antiquity held in the public imagination 
around 1800. Two years before the first publication dedicated to Hamilton by 
Fothergill, two accounts of the Elgin Marbles can be seen as the first major scholars’ 
contribution on the reception of classical art.63 While surveying the social and moral 
formalities of the age, both William St Clair and Jacob Rothenberg provide an impartial 
representation of Elgin’s motives and actions as well as an authoritative account of his 
life. They also show that, even if there was nothing outrageous in the acquisition of 
ancient treasures from Italy and Greece at that time, it was Lord Byron’s strong criticism 
which kept alive the long controversy about the transfer of the Marbles from the 
Acropolis to London. Interestingly, this criticism includes Hamilton’s collecting 
activities as well. St Clair argues that Elgin was not the only one that Byron wished to 
attack. In a manuscript edition of Byron’s Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage, in particular, the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
59  Mongan, ‘Ingres and the Antique, Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, (1947); Wiebenson, 
‘Subjects from Homer’s Iliad in Neoclassical Art’, The Art Bulletin, (1964). 
60  Barkan, Unearthing the Past. 
61  Beazley, Attic Black-Figure Vase-Painters, (1956); Attic Red-Figure Vase-Painters, (1963). 
62  See, for example, Walters, History of Ancient Pottery: Greek, Etruscan, and Roman, (1905), 1–30, I; Cook, 
Greek painted Pottery, 275–312. 
63  St Clair, Lord Elgin and the Marbles, (1967), [quotations are taken, however, from the third revised 
edition of 1998 – reprinted in 2003]; Rothenberg, ‘Descensus ad Terram’: The Acquisition and Reception of the 
Elgin Marbles, (1967).   
	   24	  
poet, among other ‘classic thieves of each degree’, refers to the ‘Dark Hamilton’.64 
Interestingly, the unfortunate and lonely end of Elgin’s life seems identical to 
Hamilton’s own; John Manuel Cook’s remark on Elgin’s miserable end seems to apply 
to both British diplomats.65 However, in contrast to the more recent critical approaches 
to Hamilton and his collecting practices, Elgin is presented (at least in St Clair’s case) as 
more of a scoundrel of pure utilitarian aims rather than an aesthete;66 as someone who 
desperately had to collect despite his limited interest in the study of ancient art and the 
collecting of antiquities for their own sake.67 
 
Two years after Elgin’s portrait by St Clair and a year before Nowinski’s biographical 
account of the French diplomat and collector of Greek vases, Dominique Vivant 
Denon,68 the first (award-winning) book dedicated to Hamilton’s life was published by 
Fothergill.69 Although it is mostly foregrounded by the socio-political disputes in the 
Mediterranean during the last quarter of the eighteenth century, Fothergill’s charming 
and well-balanced biography had a twofold significance. On one hand, it must be 
credited with the revival of modern interest in the life of a personality who was, until 
then, on the margins of history, and, on the other hand, with a pioneering attempt to 
‘rescue his reputation from the tarnish of his second wife’s affair with Nelson’.70  
 
1970–1990s 
The years that followed Fothergill’s book formed an intense period in scholarship, not 
only on the search for antiquities, neoclassicism and the Grand Tour, but also on a 
more contextual approach to material culture and its social life. More importantly, 
however, a few publications appeared that formed a much more complete picture of 
Hamilton as a collector and as a man of taste. For instance, Carlo Knight’s socio-cultural 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
64  St. Clair, Lord Elgin and the Marbles, (1998), 190–191.  
65  ‘Why did the great nobleman [Elgin] lose his wife and friends, alienate so many of his subordinates, 
incur the implacable enmity of writers and the dilettanti, and receive neither favour nor reward for his 
outstanding achievements?’; Cook, The Classical Review, (1968), 249. 
66  See, for instance, St. Clair, Lord Elgin and the Marbles, 87, 94–95, 107, 110–111, 113, 118, 124, 133–
134, 143, 155, 227–237. 
67  St. Clair, op. cit (note 63), 6, 101, 160-161. 
68  Nowinski, Baron Dominique Vivant Denon (1747–1825): Hedonist and Scholar in a Period of Transition, 
(1970). 
69  Fothergill, Envoy Extraordinary, [all the quotations are taken from a second edition in 2005]. Fothergill 
was awarded both the Silver Pen and W. H. Heinemann Award for Hamilton’s biography. 
70  Vases and Volcanoes, 9; see also Fothergill, op. cit. (note 68), 11. 
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approach to Hamilton as an aesthete with diverse interests in art and the sciences, is 
characteristic.71 Yet, although the consideration of the biography of certain artefacts 
from the classical past had not yet become a common practice, a few scholars discussed 
the responses of certain artists to the painted scenes on ancient pots. Among them, the 
work of Jacques de Caso, Sarah Symmons and Nancy Ramage include occasional 
references to Hamilton’s vases, although these are mentioned very briefly.72  
 
Collecting may have appeared in scholarship as a rational activity, concerned with the 
refinement of perception regarding artefacts themselves. Nevertheless, scholars finally 
began to show a more intense interest in the history of collecting and the way that 
(ancient) objects came to be isolated, treated, received and valued by individuals. The 
Journal of the History of Collections, launched in 1989 by Arthur Macgregor, is the most 
characteristic example. It was partly under this journal’s influence that the study of the 
history and reception of painted vases came to be of greater interest to scholars in the 
late 1980s and early 1990s. The works of Ian Jenkins, Claire Lyons and Michael Vickers, 
in particular, illuminate the context in which taste, aesthetics and their interpretation in 
material culture influenced the way that ancient art was received. They, thus, occupy a 
prominent place in the academic literature of this period.73 Their attempts do not tackle 
the issue of the artistic reception of Hamilton’s vases per se. However, and as a whole 
they are simply recognitions of the presence of the phenomenon of vase collecting and 
its influence on the artistic life in the decades around 1800.  
 
Arguably, this was a critical point in the establishment of a textual and material 
approach to artefact biographies, from socio-historical, cultural, art-historical, 
anthropological and archaeological perspective. By investigating the establishment of 
various collections of objects, scholars have recently begun to discuss the extent to 
which theories of artistic progress and philosophical inquiry influenced and modified 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
71  Knight, Hamilton a Napoli.	  
72  Caso, ‘Jacques-Louis David and the Style all' Antica, The Burlington Magazine, (1972); Symmons, ‘French 
Copies after Flaxman’s Outlines’, The Burlington Magazine, (1973); Ramage, ‘Owed to a Grecian Urn: The 
Debt of Flaxman and Wedgwood to Hamilton’, Ars Ceramica, (1989). 
73  Jenkins, ‘James Stephanoff and the British Museum’, Apollo, (1985); ‘Adam Buck and the Vogue for 
Greek Vases’, The Burlington Magazine, (1988); ‘Frederic Lord Leighton and Greek Vases’, The Burlington 
Magazine, (1988); Vickers, ‘Value and Simplicity: Eighteenth-Century Taste and the Study of Greek 
Vases’, Past and Present, (1987); Lyons, ‘The Museo Mastrilli. 
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the aesthetics and various manifestations of collecting and the interpretation of objects. 
Under such circumstances, the Neapolitan context of antiquarian scholarship and vase 
collecting, of which Hamilton remained the central figure, gradually began to attract 
more serious attention from scholars in the 1990s. However, the manner in which 
artists elaborated on Hamilton’s vases, using their own imagination and the manners 
inherent in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century aesthetics of visual 
interpretation, was not a matter of particular interest. It was not until Pascal Griener’s 
pioneering account of the publication of Hamilton’s first collection that scholars began 
to take notice.74 Griener’s thorough study concentrates on the circumstances which led 
to the production and ‘transfer’ of art in print form among contemporary society, rather 
than studying the artists involved and the various interpretations of objects themselves. 
It also determines the manner in which the reception of classical art was engaged by the 
print culture and those who dominated the antiquities scene.75  
 
One of the most significant recent developments in the historiography of museums has 
been a much stronger focus on writing the histories of collections and collectors on 
equal terms. Thus, objects that were once associated with grand collectors – as in the 
case of Arthur MacGregor’s account of Sir Hans Sloane – make clear the intimate link 
between the world of commodities and social relationships, between a collector’s 
mindset and the politics of prestige and display, and between the motives of materialism 
and the excitement which always clings to social norms and high culture.76  
 
A plethora of minor and major museum exhibitions that appeared in the 1990s also 
analysed the many-sided aspects of the antiquarian vogue that swept Europe from the 
mid-eighteenth to the early nineteenth century. Hamilton and his vases became a 
prominent theme in a comprehensive, object-oriented representation of the full range of 
the diplomat’s interests, passions and collecting habits. Vases and Volcanoes77 deserves the 
credit for taking seriously Hamilton’s presence in antiquities’ scene, and determining 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
74  Griener, Le Antichità. 
75  The author here only briefly mentions a few examples of artistic approaches inspired by vases in 
Hamilton’s collection and the AEGR; Griener, Le Antichità, 86–109.	  
76  MacGregor, Sir Hans Sloane:  Collector, Scientist, Antiquary, Founding Father of the British Museum, (1994); 
see also Herrmann, The English as Collectors: A Documentary Sourcebook, (1999). 
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that his antiquarian enterprise was a mirror-image of an eighteenth-century dilettante.78 
Artists too have emerged as objects of study in their own right, not only for the 
contextual information that their works of art can give to Hamilton’s story, valuable as 
this information is, but also for their place in the history of the artistic reception of 
classical art and the metamorphosis of ancient objects into artefacts of aesthetic, 
symbolic, historical and monetary value. Whereas Vases and Volcanoes resourcefully 
explores Hamilton’s own complex involvement in classical antiquities by manipulating 
the public image of late eighteenth-century collecting, the text also ranges over the 
historic and social context underlying the transformations of life in Naples from the 
years before and after Hamilton’s arrival. Yet, Vases and Volcanoes does not simply 
broaden the spectrum of Hamilton’s diverse types of antiquarian activities. Rather it is 
attuned to the extraordinary diversity of visual materials through which the collector 
himself and the learned society that surrounded him defined their attitudes towards the 
past. However, this attempt refers only occasionally to the reception of Hamilton’s 
objects and their painted scenes. Considering the cultural and intellectual background 
of antiquarian thought that Hamilton encountered upon his arrival in Naples, Vases and 
Volcanoes rather succeeded in converging the powerful sense of curiosity and delight of 
northern European travellers and the different objects of inquiry to which they were 
attracted. 
 
All these topics have been increasingly incorporated into the broader study of what it is 
known as ‘visual culture’, and have therefore been connected to the collection, display 
and representation of artefacts as well as the function of the image as a bearer of 
knowledge. In this respect, the late 1990s mark the beginning of an expanded 
investigation of a genre, particularly important for our understanding of the 
relationship between reception and aesthetic value. As such, the reception of the Greco-
Roman world in early modern European culture, as the work of Philip Ayres and 
Catherine Edwards shows,79 coincides with the various ways that artists and antiquaries 
approached the visualization of antiquity for the purposes of aesthetic pleasure and 	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historical narratives. The production of visual material inspired by objects from 
Hamilton’s collection, however, has not been challenged yet in such detail. 
 
2000–present  
In the early years of the twenty-first century, a conceptual heterogeneity with regard to 
the interpretation of the diverse aspects of Hamilton’s role in the history of collecting 
was established. David Constantine’s recent biography of Hamilton is quite 
characteristic; it is difficult to determine whether he presents Hamilton more as a pure 
diplomat and a faithful husband or merely as a passionate collector and dilettante of 
extraordinary skills and capabilities.80 Yet, despite a growing interest in collector’s 
attitudes towards antiquarianism and collecting, scholars have addressed Hamilton’s 
collections in an ambiguous manner. Thora Brylowe, for instance, extends the frontiers 
of Hamilton studies to the extent to which the material or aesthetic role of his vases 
helped separate the fine arts from antiquarianism.81 Scholars now seek to identify the 
significant changes in the way that vases were interpreted and represented in print form 
over a span of almost half a century in relation to some of the most dominant struggles 
and historical conditions within the emerging field of late eighteenth-century visual art. 
 
This approach has resulted in an examination of late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-
century visual culture from a perspective in which antiquarian discourses permeated all 
areas of cultural endeavour. Bruce Redford and Jason Kelly have concentrated on 
aspects of antiquarianism as a pure cultural enterprise as well as a tapestry of complex 
relationships between intellectual exchanges, masculine sociability, and trends in the 
reproduction of classical art.82 Had scholars located antiquarianism somewhat more 
carefully within the broader socio-cultural landscape of collecting, however, the tensions 
and overlaps with other modes of the reception of Hamilton’s vases – both by individual 
artists and the late eighteenth-century antiquarian community – might have become 
more apparent.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
80  Constantine, Fields of Fire, (2001) 
81  Brylowe, ‘Two Kinds of Collections: Sir William Hamilton’s Vases, Real and Represented’, Eighteenth-
Century Life, (2008).	  
82  Redford, Dilettanti: The Antic and the Antique in Eighteenth-Century England, (2008); 
Kelly, The Society of Dilettanti: Archaeology and Identity in the British Enlightenment, (2009). 
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Scholars gradually began to stress the importance of Hamilton’s vases as primary sources 
of the relationship between objects and the manner in which people relate to the past. 
Thus, they came to identify how the reproduction of antiquity can subject ancient vases 
to a retrospective exploration of the impact of classical models on visual culture and 
artistic practice. Viccy Coltman, for instance, moves forward to the establishment of a 
canon of classical culture showing that the reproduction of social class influenced the 
collecting and reproduction of ancient art.83 ‘By situating classicism as a style of thought 
and neoclassicism as the material application of this process’,84 Coltman has shown how 
the textualization of ancient monuments was provided through the publication of 
collectable folios. Unlike previous attempts to discuss the connections between 
classicism and material culture, Hamilton and his vases hold a prominent place in 
Coltman’s story. Serving as a characteristic case study for the de-contextualization and 
transformation of the ancient vase paintings into portable visual culture, they also 
provide a window onto the real-life exchanges between the translation and 
dissemination of knowledge into material artefacts and other visual forms of cultural 
expression. 
 
Apart from limited studies in which archaeology and art history interact in the visual 
realms of aesthetics, taste, and visual culture, scholarly interest in antiquities has also 
been focused solely on the history of collections and how the collecting mania so vividly 
gripped the upper classes of the European elite. Equally, whereas the documentation 
and analysis of collecting habits has emerged as a field of wide-ranging interest, the 
history of the re-appraisal of the material culture of antiquity touches upon key issues of 
the reception and biography of classical art and also Hamilton’s vases. Once more, like 
many other recent scholarly accounts of the subject, MacGregor’s outstanding work in 
this respect is only partially dedicated to the documentary potential and aesthetic 
qualities of Hamilton’s possessions. By juxtaposing, however, his ‘evangelizing 
enthusiasm’, with which his holdings emerged onto the international antiquities market 
with the extent to which it could begin to rival sculpture as an emblem of taste and 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
83  Coltman, Fabricating the Antique: Neoclassicism in Britain, 1760–1800, (2006).	  
84  Coltman, op. cit. (note 83), 11. 
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scholarly sophistication, the contribution of ancient art to modern culture remains a 
potentially rich area of enquiry.85   
 
The majority of the above-mentioned scholars underline the importance of a 
multidisciplinary approach with an emphasis not just on artefacts themselves, but also 
on their meaning in a socio-cultural context. My own contribution to Hamilton studies 
makes no pretence to completely surpass previous valuable conclusions. Instead, the 
limited references of scholarship to the stories that objects from Hamilton’s collection 
carry through their lifetimes underlines the importance of approaching the study of 
material culture more critically, in more detail and from a variety of standpoints. 
 
1. 3. 5 
Sources	  
 
The visual and textual material used in this research includes: 
1. Selected images (i.e. engraved illustrations) from the numerous appearances of 
Hamilton’s vases in print culture dating from the mid-1760s to early 1840s.   
2. Paintings dating from the mid-1760s to early 1840s in which objects from 
Hamilton’s vase collections hold a certain place. 
3. Selected images from original drawings and sketches dated from the 1750s to 
the mid-eighteenth century. 
4. Selected images from contemporary craftsmanship (e.g. the work of the pottery 
master Josiah Wedgwood, and a cork model in Sir John Soane Museum’s collection) 
dating to the late eighteenth- to the early nineteenth century. In both cases the 
selection process is solely defined by the extent to which the chosen material is 
directly associated with Hamilton’s vases. 
5. Images from his folio volumes and various other repositories (e.g. the British 
Museum) are also included, in order to compare and contrast the above mentioned 
visual material with the original objects in Hamilton’s collections (including his 
published engravings) 
6. Original letters, especially those written to and received by Hamilton, dating 
from the 1770s to the early 1800s.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
85  MacGregor (ed.), Curiosity and Enlightenment: Collectors and Collecting from the Sixteenth to the Nineteenth 
Century, (2007), 190–191. 
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As my guiding principle I have aimed to represent the ideas that bore upon the making 
of art and, thus, I have also looked for those secondary sources (i.e. publications) that 
would enrich and animate my arguments. To add greater objectivity, every effort was 
made to incorporate high-quality visual evidence from the originals in order to establish 
a more realistic and accurate interpretation of visual culture. In the case of drawings and 
sketches, all images were taken by the author unless otherwise stated. Museums and 
galleries provided images of the paintings. Images from antiquarian publications are 
either copies from the originals taken by the author (e.g. AEGR and CEAV) or digitized 
copies available online. Although I have tried to include as much information as possible, 
derived from all available material that came to my attention, there will always be missing 
details (that either have already been discussed by others, or have been deliberately 
omitted here due to the limitations of space).  
 
 
1. 4 
Research approaches/methods 
 
1. 4. 1 
General approaches: biographical approach and reception studies 
 
This research is based upon the fact that, from the early 1760s, when Sir William 
Hamilton had already began to collect, until the first half of the nineteenth century, the 
reception of classical antiquity began to be embedded into a direct – or indirect – 
relationship with the material culture of the past. Thus, the visual arts of this period 
have been a context which I have attempted to elucidate.  
 
On the one hand, I offer here a cultural history of the artistic reception of two of the 
most inspiring and often-copied collections of that time. On the other hand, in order to 
outline the life of artefacts in Hamilton’s possession, I attempt to reconstruct their 
‘biographies’ and to relate the treatment and role of his objects to the wider reception of 
ancient vases during the later eighteenth century. This approach to material culture, 
based especially on the work of Igor Kopytoff, considers the variable and sometimes 
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subtle life-histories of objects.86 However, I have not written an object biography in the 
usual sense, which would start with the production of the vases in antiquity, and look at 
their changing functions and meanings throughout time, right up to the present day. 
Instead, I am focusing on three aspects of these objects’ biographies: their 
discovery/collection and their ‘musealization’ process in the decades before and after 
1800, as well as their reproduction in popular art media of that time. Therefore, I am 
only drawing on some of the central tenets of theory on object biographies, which hold 
that objects accumulate meanings over their lifetimes while their functions and values 
change. The treatment of Hamilton’s collection is, therefore, seen as a raison d’être, not 
only due to its ‘in-situ’ collectability and steadily increasing aesthetic and monetary value 
in Naples, but also because of its ‘ex-situ’ cultural significance and later presence in the 
British Museum. 
 
1. 4. 2 
Specific methods: visual culture studies, and textual and contextual analysis 	  
In order to achieve my general goal, I have employed some specific methods. First, the 
body of visual interpretations and presence of images from Hamilton’s vases in the 
literature of art history and artistic practice before and after 1800 was identified. With 
regard to this visual material, I have tried to access – comprehensively – all those sources 
that became known to me (through the secondary literature, scholars’ suggestions and 
museum archives) and that were visually available either from the original source or as a 
digital copy. In both cases, however, what we can or cannot know is restricted partly to 
these three sources and more specifically by direct research in museum and library 
collections as well as by the ongoing digitization process that has made previously 
unpublished – and sometimes unknown – material widely known. However, the 
restricted discussion – due to space limitations and already known secondary literature – 
of the interpretative methodologies which craftsmen used to contemplate Hamilton’s 
vases, particularly for Josiah Wedgwood’s porcelain manufacture and a sepulchral model 
in Sir John Soane’s collection, shows that the research produced here – particularly into 
design products – cannot be considered comprehensive but rather exemplary. In 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
86  In his essay on ‘The Cultural Biography of Things’, Kopytoff approached the subject from a modern 
perspective by arguing that ‘the cultural responses to such biographies reveal a tangled mass of aesthetic, 
historical, and even political judgments of convictions and values that shape our attitudes to objects 
labeled ‘art’, in Appadurai (ed.), The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective, (1986), 67. 
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general, I tried to offer a detailed and critical study of these appearances, rather than 
simply dating and recording them. Merely documenting this evidence has not been my 
intention. Second, a comparative visual analysis of these images was offered: contrasting 
their appearance and form either with the original objects or with the source material 
(i.e. AEGR and CEAV). Whether the image itself stands alone or relies on a textual 
exegesis is also taken into consideration.  
 
However, not all possible aspects of the relationship between ancient imagery and its 
influence on the artists themselves (e.g. the choice of a given subject, the extent of 
artists’ imagination and artistic creativity) have been explored here. These issues are 
valid and important in the exploration of the reception of ancient vases in early-modern 
Europe, but would have diverged from the chosen aims and objectives of this study. 
Each one would require a separate extended examination in its own right. 
 
 
1. 5 
Structure of thesis chapters 
 
The following text is divided into two parts: the first, comprising chapters 2 to 3, sets 
out to investigate the artistic reception and cultural biography of Hamilton’s first 
collection of vases; while the second, comprising chapters 4 to 5, focuses on his second 
collection. The second chapter steps back from Hamilton’s first collection of vases to 
follow their textual, written and visual interpretation as they were received by print 
culture (c. 1770s–1840s). It also sets out to investigate the impact of the enormous 
increase in vase scholarship on the cultural biography and reception of this collection 
over a period of 70 years. Thus, the main question to which this material is marshalled 
is relevant to the specific place of the visual dissemination of Hamilton’s vases within 
the scholarship of that period. This also takes into account the competing 
interpretations of selected pieces from his collection – i.e. whether they were used and 
appropriated as material necessary to provide visual documentation to concerns with 
religion and mysteries, mythology and other known literary or (art) historical narratives.  
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Considering that the textual and artistic interpretation of ancient vases is embedded in 
the social fabric of late eighteenth-century visual culture, the chapter 3 concentrates on 
how the reception of the vases emerges from the intellectual and socio-cultural 
transaction between the collector, the artist and his subject. It, therefore, takes examples 
from a variety of art media which all constitute ordinary ways of viewing and 
appropriating the ancient art available at that time. They also reflect upon different 
approaches to artefacts’ role, which was largely triggered and influenced by the motives 
of the various individuals involved. Based on the work of Reynolds, Buck and 
Stephanoff, for instance, I will argue that paintings do not communicate meaning in 
regard to vases as historical texts but instead offer yet another explanation for the extent 
to which their artists were captivated by the power of classical motifs and forms. 
Further, studying the extent to which artists such as David, Gros, and Gagneraux copied 
from the AEGR, my intention is also to demonstrate the lengths to which they went to 
explore the world of objects and extract visual and aesthetic qualities from them. In 
contrast to previous interest in the iconography of the vases, the extent to which 
contemporary craftsmanship (e.g. Josiah Wedgwood) looked favourably upon the 
material qualities of ancient art will also be considered. 
 
In chapter 4, my intention is to highlight and critically discuss the context of the 
formation of Hamilton’s second collection – a subject, which has not been examined in 
such detail. It focuses on the reasons that led Hamilton to collect again, the different 
textual and aesthetic directions that the production of CEAV took, and, finally, the 
extent to which images from ancient vases in outline style were being introduced and 
distributed to the European intelligentsia. Using a similar structure to that of chapters 2 
and 3, chapter 5 follows the traces of Hamilton’s second collection in antiquarian 
publications and drawings of years following their appearance in the CEAV in the mid-
1790s. Through a comparative analysis of artists’ preferences, via a selected and 
representative sample of their work, I attempt to impose different meanings on the 
reception of this collection due to the nature of the material available. These include: a) 
the extent to which art publications have shaped the copying process of various images 
from Hamilton’s published engravings; b) the extent to which the latter were 
appropriated and deployed in the aesthetic discourses and artistic practices of the same 
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French artists discussed above (Montagny’s exclusive work on the CEAV is a separate 
case though); and 3) a brief reference to the diverse expressions of craftsmanship 
(notably, a cork model from Sir John Soane Museum’s collection) in which an elaborate 
interpretation of the painted scenes and form of the original objects circulated in the 
form of a miniature copy-vase. 
 
But how far did Hamilton’s collections contribute to the metamorphosis of what had 
been a mere curiosity about artefacts into their appropriation by contemporary artistic 
practice? The final chapter offers a comparative review of this process, enabling us to 
trace the divergence of artistic responses to both ‘Hamiltonian’ collections. It also offers 
a critical view of the different ways in which object-driven antiquaries approached 
Hamilton’s vases. To this end, my concluding chapter briefly concentrates on a 
comparative and contextual approach to their reception. Locating the visual narratives 
of Hamilton’s vases in late-eighteenth- and early-nineteenth century visual culture is a 
theme that has either been underplayed or ignored in the secondary literature. Hence, 
the last section offers an exploration of the ways in which the outcome of this research 
and the questions that it raises could benefit and trigger work beyond Hamilton’s case. 
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Chapter 2 
 
THE VISUAL DISSEMINATION OF ANCIENT 
VASES AND THEIR RECEPTION BY LATE 18TH 
– AND EARLY 19TH–CENTURY SCHOLARSHIP 
 
The late eighteenth and early nineteenth century was a period rich in methodological 
and intellectual contributions in the field of ancient ceramics. The large number of 
painted vases found and collected in southern Italy since the 1750s had an immediate 
effect on the diffusion, perception and study of these objects. Ascertaining whether the 
metamorphosis of ancient objects into valuable artefacts was influenced by the cultural 
worthiness attached to them after they featured in a publication requires a deeper 
consideration of the uses of ancient art in print form. The question, however, remains: 
did ancient vases become works of art solely by virtue of being ‘displayed’ in 
contemporary publications, or did they earn their aesthetic status before this time? And, 
if so, how and by whom was that status defined and expressed? My aim here is to 
consider these questions, and to present evidence to answer them using Hamilton’s first 
vase collection. The focus of this section is on the objects themselves, the status they 
held through the text, the influence of this new context upon them, and, finally, the 
impact of the folios on the cultural biography and aesthetic reception of the objects.  
 
Considering that ‘the packaging and repackaging of the material culture of the 
ancients’1 in such collectable and consumable forms changed along with the cultural 
context of their interpretation, I will argue that artistic interpretation is what initially 
created the link between reception and aesthetic value; between how the ancient culture 
came to be isolated and dislocated from its original context for the purposes of aesthetic 
pleasure and (art-) historical narratives. By focusing on the reproduction and 
dissemination of ancient vases among members of the learned society, I will also focus 
on whether the competing interpretations of selected pieces from Hamilton’s collection 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  Coltman, Fabricating the Antique, 15. 
	   37	  
were used and appropriated as material necessary to provide visual documentation to 
concerns with religion and mystery, mythology and other known literary and (art-) 
historical narratives. 
 
The selection process of antiquarian publications draws a chronological line between 
the 1770s and the 1830s. This restriction narrows down their influence and role only in 
regard to what was published within the sixty years following the formation and 
publication of Hamilton’s first collection. This is due to the following reasons. When 
examining the aesthetic discourses which surrounded the interpretation of his objects 
within a wider debate about the appropriation of material culture, these vases may have 
influenced the development of the antiquarian literature from the mid-1770s until the 
late 1830s. For example, AEGR – the first large edition in art history with colour plates 
– shows the extent to which various published engravings successfully evoke current 
aesthetic trends and the contemporary atmosphere of connoisseurship and artistic 
appreciation, which, in turn, was translated into several other publishing endeavours. 
The borderline of the mid-1830s coincides with the thousands of painted vases 
extracted from the tombs at Vulci and thus outnumbered and overshadowed the 
quantity of similar pieces from Hamilton’s collections already exhibited in various 
publications. All this, with the exceptions of Inghirami and the curious but rather 
unique example of Beauvalet, the dominance of these particular objects over vase 
scholarship began to fade in the second quarter of the nineteenth century. 
 
In order to facilitate a comprehensive approach to identifying the extent to which 
images from Hamilton’s collection were received and appropriated in print culture, I 
compiled detailed records, matching copied painted scenes with the original source. I 
also followed the interpretations of vases from this collection in those publications 
where I found evidence of the former’s presence. Considering all this, my methodology 
includes an art-historical analysis of these images, always comparing them to the original 
source. In short, what has been added or omitted by authors and engravers is of 
particular interest. Whether the image itself stands alone or relies on a textual exegesis is 
also taken into consideration. Due to the limited space of a doctoral thesis chapter, 
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however, I have chosen only those images that best capture the aesthetic divergences and 
particularities compared to Hamilton’s vases.           
 
 
2. 1 
Background: antiquarian publications before Hamilton 
(c. 1700–1760) 
 
It would be no exaggeration to say that, since the Renaissance, Europe had been 
permeated by the influence of the antique. The discipline of fine art was to be 
transformed by the interpretation of ancient art.2 These attitudes towards antiquity gave 
rise to a print culture that was to heavily influence fashions in art history and criticism, 
as well as the judgement of art by connoisseurs, scholars and collectors. Moreover, by 
this time the study, understanding and attribution of value to ancient Greek pottery had 
entered a new phase. This was determined not by the traditional premises of art 
historical thought, such as the influence of the ancients on art (in terms of their 
interaction with the art and culture of the time); rather, it was affected by the growth of 
artistic and cultural exchanges across the whole of Europe. Furthermore, the cultural 
exchanges of the Grand Tour were a prime indicator of such attitudes.3 This transfer of 
ideas and culture from ‘one specific system of societal relations and meaning patterns 
into another’ (which has been defined in the literature as Kulturtransfer) served as a 
vehicle for the reception of classical and neoclassical art.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2  See, for instance, Barkan, Unearthing the Past. 
3  See Griener and Imesch, Klassizismen und Kosmopolitismus: Programm oder Problem? Austausch in Kunst und 
Kunsttheorie im 18 Jahrhundert, (2004); see also Jacob, Strangers Nowhere in the World: The Rise of 
Cosmopolitanism in Early Modern Europe, (2006), 122–143. 
4  Blanning, ‘The Grand Tour and the Reception of Neo-Classicism in Great Britain in the Eighteenth 
Century’ in Babel and Paravacini (eds.), Grand Tour: Adeliges Reisen und Europaische Kultur vom 14. Bis 18. 
Jahrhubdert, (2005), 552. 
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Fig. 2.1 Etruscan Vase, M. A. de La Chausse, 
Le Grand Cabinet Romain: ou, Recueil d'Antiquitez 
Romaines, … que l'on Trouve a Rome, (1706), 100, 
pl. II,  
[source: Arachne, DAI/RAAS] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It was in the seventeenth century that an 
interest in ancient vases as artefacts began, 
but they had not yet received much 
attention and were not yet ‘illustrations of 
wealth nor subjects for catalogue 
publication’.5 It was only near the end of 
that century that vases began to be less frequently considered as curiosities and objects 
fit for cabinets.6 In addition, the value of ancient vases was not limited to their status as 
newly unearthed curiosities for a collector’s cabinet or a gentleman’s library, but grew to 
include their ethnological, historical, mythological and artistic aspects.7 It may be said 
here that the eighteenth century literature on the subject of ancient pottery, or works 
that contain a substantial number of painted vases, can be divided into three general 
types, although each type was influenced by the others to an extent. The first category is 
comprised of treatises on monuments of the past, mostly concerned with ancient ruins 
but also with the style of ceramic pots of various phases. Catalogues of private 
collections make up the second type. Thirdly, albums or portfolios of plates, which 
include only examples of artefacts selected for their artistic or visual excellence, usually 
accompanied by an explanatory text, are here considered to be a distinct category. 
Towards the end of the seventeenth century, when the imagery of painted vases began to 
attract considerable notice, brief mentions of decorated pottery had already been made 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5  Sparkes, The Red and the Black: Studies in Greek Pottery, (1996), 46–47. Thomas Dempster’s (1579–1625) 
De Etruria Regali is also characteristic: Irving, Lives of Scottish Writers, (1839), I, 347–370.  
6  Before the close of the century, a few vases had actually been published for the first time in de la 
Chausse’s, Romanum Museum (1690), where a black-figured pelike was represented among an encyclopedic 
catalogue of notable objects, such as statues, tripods and lamps. 
7  Walters, History of Ancient Pottery, I, 10–16. 
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in both catalogues of private collections, such as that of de La Chausse (Fig. 2.1), and a 
handful of other examples in multi-volume treatises on art. 
 
In a period of lively scholarly debate and antiquarian activity, an encyclopaedic spirit 
was reflected in these early collections of antiquities, where miscellaneous objects 
featured together in art publications and catalogues of private collections. Montfaucon’s 
L’Antiquité Expliquée et Représentée en Figures (1722–1724) was the first serious effort to 
reproduce all the ancient monuments that might be of use in the study of religion, the 
material life, the military institutions and the funeral rites of the ancients.8 A large 
proportion of the vases he used came from the collection of Cardinal Filippo Antonio 
Gualtieri.9 Montfaucon (1655–1741) analysed the iconography rather than describing 
the functions and qualities of the various vessel forms. Sources such as this, which 
interpreted non-specialist collections of antiquities, represented a pioneering attempt to 
examine an integrated notion of antiquity. Presumably due to the high production costs 
and the desire for a more neutral approach to ancient ceramics, colour was excluded 
from the eleven large, detailed copperplate engravings of the Etruscan vases, while the 
explanatory text was both in French and Latin (the latter in the form of footnotes at the 
bottom of each page).10  
 
This ‘impressively structured’11 scheme of classical antiquities, whose first edition sold 
1,800 copies (or 18,000 volumes) within two months,12 echoes the passage from a period 
of lively historical scholarship to one in which the interest was in understanding the 
antique through acquaintance with material culture itself. Montfaucon’s work describes 
the monuments of antiquity in such a way as to make the text equally fundamental to 
the image, establishing a distinct relationship between them. As far as the painted scenes 
on the vases themselves are concerned, I would add here that Montfaucon’s visual 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8  On Montfaucon’s life and work, see Bréhier, The Catholic Encyclopedia, (1913–1914), X, 539–540; Stark, 
Handbuch der Archäologie der Kunst, (1880), 142–145; Thompson, ‘The Age of Mabillon and Montfaucon’, 
AHR, (1942), 237–240; see also Coltman, Fabricating the Antique, chapter 2. 
9  A large part of the vases owned by Cardinal Gualtieri came from the pioneering collection of Giuseppe 
Valletta. Upon Gualtieri’s death, they formed the basis of the Vatican collections. 
10  The eventual total of fifteen volumes, which were published by subscription between 1722 and 1724, 
include 1,120 engravings and thousands of smaller illustrations. 
11  Schnapp, The Discovery of the Past: The Origins of Archaeology, (1996), 236. 
12  A new edition of 2,200 copies was printed followed by a supplement in five volumes; see Sandys, A 
History of Classical Scholarship, (1903–1908), II, 387. 
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interpretation of ancient art balances his concern to represent their three-dimensional 
material form and his desire to give an aesthetic guidance to his art-historical narrative 
(Fig. 2.2).  Additionally, several vases from various collections appeared in another 
volume entitled Antiquitates Graecae et Romanae, published by Montfaucon in 
Nuremberg in 1757.13 His work helped to establish the ground for an advanced 
historical scholarship of antiquity.  
 	  
 
Fig. 2.2 Etruscan Vases from the 
collection of Cardinal Gualtieri,  
B. Montfaucon,  
L’ Antiquité Expliquée, (1724), suppl. 
III, pl. xxxvii, [source: BRKU] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The wealth of paintings, bronzes, 
marble statues and decorated 
vases that were excavated in Italy 
during the eighteenth century 
greatly influenced and encouraged 
the scholarly development of the 
study of the past as well as the 
formation of private collections. 
By the mid-1750s in particular, 
interest in ancient painted pottery and the search for material culture, which soon 
brought a huge quantity of specimens of pottery into private hands, began to be 
discussed in scholarly debates and featured in various publications.14 Hence, while 
objects and monuments offered knowledge of a quite a different sort, their 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13  Interestingly, many of the vases featured on plate 94 had already been published in the third volume of 
his L’ Antiquité Expliquée (1724), III, pl. xxxi, xxxii & xxxvi.  
14  Four of the finest European collections of painted pottery had already been established in the area of 
Naples: the collections of the Duca di Noia, the German artist Anton Raphael Mengs, the Marquis Felice 
Maria Mastrilli, and the collection of Giuseppe Valletta. 
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interpretation and, therefore, their wider circulation depended upon the collector’s 
choice, expert’s eye and draughtsman’s hand. Additionally, the desire for decorated 
vases had been reflected in printing initiatives by some of the most eminent antiquarian 
scholars of the period, such as the Comte de Caylus (1692–1765).15  
 
No other antiquarian before Caylus had insisted so powerfully on the superiority of 
knowledge over the desire to possess; or insisted so vigorously on the extent to which a 
close relationship with material culture governs, develops and defines antiquarian 
knowledge. As such, Caylus’s Recueil d’Antiquités Etrusques, Grecques et Romaines (1756–
1767) in particular was an influential treatise on ancient art, the materials for which 
mostly derived from his own collections.16 The second of this multi-volume publication, 
which was written in French, was partly devoted to Etruscan art. Although its content is 
similar to previous efforts (e.g. Montfaucon), ancient vases were represented in a 
different way. Instead of featuring the vase itself from both sides, so as to have the 
painted scenes captured in their entirety, Caylus chose to include separate two-
dimensional representations of the scenes (Fig. 2.3). He preferred to give only a brief but 
factual and descriptive analysis of the scenes on the vases, interpreting the art through 
reference to mythology. This in turn helped him to reconstruct various artistic styles, 
interpreting only what was visible to him. In this respect, I would argue here that if 
Montfaucon’s work had taken antiquarian studies from an erudite antiquarianism 
lacking systematic knowledge or serious interest in dating and describing the style of an 
artwork towards a more scholarly appreciation of ancient art, then the antiquarian work 
begun and masterfully executed by Caylus was a pioneering effort in understanding 
antiquities from both an art-historical and an aesthetic standpoint derived from high 
antiquarian standards. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15  After elected to the Academie des Inscriptions in 1742, Caylus began to study antiquity and became one 
of the greatest collectors of his time; Rocheblave, Essai sur le Comte de Caylus, (1889); Stark, Handbuch, 
147–151; and Pomian, Collectors and Curiosities, 169–184; see also Coltman, Fabricating the Antique, 
chapter 2. 
16  In 1766, a decade after the publication of the first volume of his Recueil d’Antiquités, an abridged two-
volume German edition of his work appeared in Nürnberg, which also included some painted vases, 
although with more rough sketches; Caylus, Des Herrn Grafen Caylus Sammlung von Aegyptischen, 
Hetrurischen, Griechischen und Römischen Alterthümern, Winterschmidt, I, pl. xxxi–xviv. 
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Fig. 2.3 Etruscan Vase,  
A. C. P. Caylus, Recueil d’Antiquités 
Egyptiennes, (1756), II,  
pl. xix, BRKU 	  
 
 
 
 
 
Having been a large-scale collector 
of Egyptian, Etruscan, Greek and 
Roman antiquities, Caylus is 
credited with the first serious effort 
to support the type of approach that 
Winckelmann was to promote later. 
Caylus saw the historical 
development of ancient art as 
closely connected to and dependent on the culture in which it originated. While he 
valued the material culture of past civilizations and their literary sources alike, he saw 
the illustration of artefacts as a way to enable comparative scholarly studies. Moreover, 
he was one of the very first to support the idea that the so-called Etruscan vases were 
Greek in origin, an assertion which was later taken up by Winckelmann.17 It was in this 
context that neoclassicism’s desire to recreate the spirit and forms of ancient Greek art 
was stimulated by the new archaeological discoveries of the buried cities of 
Herculaneum and Pompeii.18 
 
From the middle of the eighteenth century, the approaches of collectors to ancient pots 
were not restricted to a superficial account of their origins and the interpretation of 
their painted scenes. They were, rather, gradually expanded to include more particular 
interest in the materiality and style of the object. Letters from Felice Maria Mastrilli and 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17  However, Caylus’s efforts to interpret antiquity as a whole and consider the art of the Greeks in 
relation to Egyptians or Etruscans was at odds with Winckelmann’s radical and more influential theory of 
the independent and unique character of Greek art. 
18  The excavations of these cities began in 1738 and 1748, respectively. 
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other collectors provide data on the extraordinary prices that significant pieces could 
command. One of these quoted by Masci, sent by Mastrilli to Gori19 in 1746, shows 
exactly how this particular interest was expressed: 
… in some [vases] … the black is darker, a real black, and at times very shiny: 
in others … has something of an oil colour; … some others, but very rarely, 
have a red or pale yellow background, and the figures black, with the face, 
arms and legs white, and sometimes such figures completely black …20  
It is quite clear that the identification of objects according to their fabrics and styles 
became more important, while collectors began to admire the beauty of their forms and 
the delicacy of the pottery. Regardless of their provenance and ownership, the artefacts 
were gradually elevated from tokens of craftsmanship to icons of the classical past and 
evidence of their creators’ impulses. An anonymous illustrated manuscript entitled 
Spiega de Vasi Antichi’21 shows that what really interested antiquarians and collectors at 
that time was the meaning of the iconographical representations that had been painted 
on the vases. Also, it demonstrates that ancient art was interpreted according to the taste 
and needs of antiquarians (e.g. interest in inscribed vases and a strong desire to reveal a 
discourse between objects and the literary sources). This exploitation of antiquities 
conjured up an entirely new image of a collecting habit and aroused great interest in the 
search for the antique. Moreover, by providing a unique example of ancient culture in 
terms of a visual reproduction of ancient art, and an alternative approach to the 
representation of figured vases, it reveals the aesthetic and intellectual complexities of 
eighteenth-century antiquarian practice.     
 
 
2. 2 
Visual culture, taste and ancient vases (c. 1760s–1780s) 
 
While scholars, art dealers, collectors, art critics and connoisseurs came together 
through networks that communicated very closely, this period expressed a serious 
interest in finding answers to questions about the classical past. In this regard, the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19  Anton Francesco Gori was a professor of history at the Liceo of Florence and an early developer of 
systematic Etruscology. 
20  Masci, ‘The Birth of Ancient Vase Collecting’, 218. 
21  The manuscript was assembled by c. 1755 on account of Marchese Mastrilli (1694–c.1755), a rich 
landowner from Nola and offers a valuable account of his considerable collection of ancient vases; see 
Lyons, ‘The Museo Mastrilli’. 
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printing and engraving of images from antiquity allowed for the reconstruction and 
visualization of the past in the present, construed as both ‘icons of modernity and the 
superiority of the moderns over the ancients’.22 As mentioned already, Montfaucon’s 
and Caylus’ influential publications excited further interest in classical antiquities and 
the aesthetics of their display on paper. However, it was the widely disseminated 
engravings of ancient pottery through similar publications after the mid-1760s that 
helped determine the aesthetic implications of neoclassicism and late eighteenth-century 
artistic attitudes toward classical art, and more particularly, ancient vases. What follows 
is a discussion on the extent to which ancient vases came to be studied and viewed in 
the works of Winckelmann and d’Hancarville. The story behind Winckelmann’s 
pictorial acquaintance with ancient art, and the context of its reception in his 
Monumenti, is a characteristic example of the new phase that the publication of images 
from ancient vases was about to enter. His publication can be considered as a decisive 
moment in the history of vase scholarship. Following this discussion, a critical overview 
of Hamilton’s AEGR will be presented, serving as an introduction to the main parts of 
my enquiry. 
 
2. 2. 1 
Johann Joachim Winckelmann 
 
One of Hamilton’s associates was Johann Joachim Winckelmann (1717–1768), who had 
seen hundreds of vases on his second visit to Naples in 1758, mainly those from the 
collection of his friend and passionate collector of such artefacts, the German artist 
Anton Raphael Mengs. What is of interest here is that in the spring of 1767, 
approximately a year before he was murdered,23 Winckelmann published in Rome a 
two-volume edition on ancient art entitled Monumenti Antichi Inediti. These volumes, 
although not as influential and appealing to scholars as his History of Ancient Art, were 
viewed by the German scholar as the climax of his scholarly achievements and a means 
of money gain. A more detailed study of Winckelmann’s Letters provides us with 
interesting information about the context of this publication, Hamilton’s involvement 
and the extent to which classical art had begun to be part of such antiquarian 
endeavours and publishing campaigns.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22  Lolla, ‘Monuments and Texts: Antiquarianism and the Beauty of Antiquity’, Art History, (2002), 431. 
23  For a reassessment of Winckelmann’s death, see Gossman, ‘Death in Trieste’, JES, (1992). 
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Winckelmann’s Monumenti, which consisted of works mostly from Cardinal Albani’s 
collections, was subsequently translated into German (1780) and French (1808–1809).24 
It was originally written, however, in Italian, as the German scholar wished his work to 
reach a broader antiquarian audience and potential clientele.25 While Winckelmann was 
planning to begin publishing his ‘180 big kupfer-plates’26 in 1765, he wrote from Rome 
to Dietrich Berendis that nothing would be sold for less than four ducats, since the 
benefit of this hard work should cover the costs of his previous endeavours.27 In another 
letter to Stosch two years later, Winckelmann mentioned that it was Hamilton who 
suggested he take at least three hundred copies of his Monumenti to England to be priced 
at four guineas each.28 In fact, the German scholar expressed his concerns about the 
distribution of his work in England to Baron de Stosch, but he was willing to follow 
faithfully Hamilton’s advice and to go to England to promote it. Hamilton appeared to 
be well-versed in the art of sponsoring and supporting such projects for their own sake 
and for personal benefit.  
 
The two men were in regular contact for the last eighteenth months of Winckelmann’s 
life. While the German scholar was occupied with the publication of his Monumenti, he 
found in Hamilton someone who might promote his work outside Italy. Hamilton, who 
was preparing his own publication, was in turn hoping to enlist him alongside 
d’Hancarville in the project of publishing his own vase collection. It is not clear, 
however, whether Hamilton’s motives in assisting Winckelmann with his work were 
connected to his attempt to persuade the German scholar to compile descriptions of 
Hamilton’s own vases.29  In this respect, the influence exerted by one project on the 
other makes clear the different representational choices and approaches to antiquity in 
the growing effort to dignify and disseminate the study of the classical past. But knowing 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24  The German edition, entitled Alte Denkmäler der Kunst, was published in Berlin (1780) and the French, 
entitled Monumens Inédits de l’Antiquité, was published in three volumes in Paris (1808–1809). 
25  Winckelmann, Briefe (hereafter Briefe), letter to Genzmer, (10 March 1766), 169.	  
26  Briefe, III, 112. 
27  Briefe, III, letter to Berendis, (26 July 1765, Rome), 112–114; see also letters no. 776 (to Stosch, 28 
June 1766) and no. 889 (to Usteri, 19 August 1767). 
28  Briefe, III, letter to Stosch, (10 December 1766, Rome), 223.	  
29  There is no certainty as to what extent Winckelmann contributed to the publication of Hamilton’s 
vases; Constantine, ‘Winckelmann and Sir William Hamilton’, Oxford German Studies, (1993), 56–57; 
Griener points out to Winckelmann’s disregard of this suggestion due to the lack of enthusiasm and the 
workload of his recently finished project; Griener, Le Antichità, 53–54.  
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that Winckelmann was so closely tied to the British ambassador during the last months 
of his life, it is difficult to ignore the former’s fascination with the constant collection of 
new material by the latter. Why else did his Monumenti appear soon after Hamilton had 
already formed a collection of vases and began to publish them? A closer examination of 
Winckelmann’s antiquarian thought will help us to place the visual aspect of his work 
in its proper cultural context, and in turn provide the context into which all publishing 
projects after Hamilton’s own should be placed.  
 
During the 1760s, Winckelmann’s reputation as the foremost antiquarian of his 
generation had already been established.  For him, collecting Greek art was not merely a 
matter of taste and aesthetic appeal, but rather it was an ordered account, which he 
placed in a historical context. Among other artefacts, the Monumenti, contained 
illustrations from only eleven antique vases.30 It is clear that Winckelmann was one of 
those authors who sought to demonstrate a relationship between the objects and the 
literary sources of the ancients, while their main goal was to create a refined and 
encyclopedic ancient history from iconographic, literary and material evidence of all 
kinds. In order to enrich the discussion of gods and heroes, Winckelmann added 
illustrations of artworks, including several vases, which were reproduced elsewhere in his 
volume. However, the artefact itself had not always been viewed as a proper medium for 
such expression. Despite the elaborate discourse Winckelmann devoted to the 
reproduction of material remains of the past, perhaps to strengthen the scholarly 
credentials of his patron’s material,31 the shape and style of drawing would appear to 
have been of less interest to him than the iconographic content of the scenes on the 
objects.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
30  See plates 22, 98–100, 131,143, 146, 159, 181, 190, 200. Only one vase from the original publication 
(pl. 22), however, was published in the German edition (pl. 22) along with an explanatory text, 18–19. 
31  In September 1755, Winckelmann set out for Rome, where he would soon be able to apply and further 
develop his knowledge of the ancients as curator of the collections of Cardinal Albani, one of the 
wealthiest and most cultivated ecclesiastics of the time. 
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Fig. 2.4 Engraving, Winckelmann, Monumenti 
Antichi, (1767), I, pl. 99, BRKU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As Figure 2.4 shows, vases were not 
presented with exact measurements of all 
their parts, but rather they were 
reproduced separately with a rough and 
magnified mimesis of the scene depicted 
on them. Although Winckelmann’s 
intention to publish engravings that 
would only reproduce the iconography of 
the original monuments found several 
imitators,32 the translation of the title of his project – ‘ancient unpublished monuments’ 
– leaves little doubt that his true intentions were not to publish artefacts because of 
their beauty and elegance, but rather to prove that monuments were vital to the 
understanding of ancient literature and the writing of an art history. The book reads 
more like a treatise on ancient literature and mythology (only occasionally illustrated by 
references to surviving monuments) than as a detailed discussion of individual objects. 
Indeed, the lack of any visual response to the objects themselves in Winckelmann’s 
work (the German scholar sees figured vases solely as figurative elements) reveals a desire 
to separate art from the text. 
 
2. 2. 2 
An introduction to Hamilton’s AEGR  
 
At the time that the celebrated German antiquary was overseeing the printing of his 
Monumenti, Hamilton had been ambassador in Naples for little more than two years, but 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32  See, for instance, Ivins, Prints and Visual Communication, (1953); Miner (ed.), Studies in Art and Literature 
for Belle da Costa Greene, (1954), 193–196; Melot, Griffiths, Field, and Beguin (eds.), Prints: History of an 
Art, (1981). 
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he had already put together a valuable and substantial collection of antique vases. 
However, due to his occupation with diplomatic duties and his lack of experience in 
publishing, he had to entrust the publication of his vases to someone else. Then, at the 
age of nearly thirty-six, he was already engaged in the publication of his collection in 
collaboration with Pierre François Hugues, who usually went by the name of Baron 
d’Hancarville. In his pioneering essay on d’Hancarville’s personality and role in 
eighteenth-century classical scholarship, Francis Haskell questions why Hamilton chose 
d’Hancarville; the baron’s talents, he writes, ‘emerged in Hamilton’s volumes under 
somewhat mysterious circumstances’.33 I would add here that Hamilton’s strong desire 
to publish his vases quickly, and for spending his money profusely in doing so,34 put 
him in desperate need of finding someone with a certain level of knowledge and ability 
to write the text. Once Winckelmann had been murdered, d’Hancarville was the best 
available scholar to complete this task. Their relationship opened up an opportunity by 
which Hamilton could hope to improve his social and intellectual prospects within and 
beyond the antiquarian and aristocratic circles.  
 
The plates in Hamilton’s volumes were engraved and hand-painted, consisting of a 
drawing of the vases in perspective, a sectional plan giving their measurements and 
proportions and a colour picture depicting the scenes on them. A number of artists 
were employed to work on the illustrations for this major undertaking: engravers 
included Giuseppe Bracci, Edmondo Beaulieu and Giovanni Battista Tierce, while 
engravers and etchers were Carmine Pignatari, Antoine Alexandre Joseph Cardon, 
Carlo Nolli, Filippo de Grado, Tommaso Piroli and Aniello Lamberti. Of all these, 
Bracci35 was in fact the only artist singled out for recognition in the text by 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
33  Haskell, ‘D’Hancarville: an Adventurer and Art-Historian in Eighteenth-Century Europe’, in Chaney 
and Ritchie (eds.), (1984), 179–181; see also Griener, Le Antichità, 34–48; Schnapp, ‘La Pratique de la 
Collection et ses Consequences sur l’Histoire de l’Antiquite le Chevalier d’Hancarville’, in Laurens and 
Pomian (eds.), L’Anticomanie: La Collection D’Antiquites Aux 18e et 19e Siecles, (1992). 
34  Despite Winckelmann’s hyperbolic remark that the initial production cost was about twenty thousand 
pounds (Briefe III, no. 832, letter to C. G. Heyne, 19 March 1767, 242), Hamilton must have spent much 
less by the end of 1768; see also Griener, Le Antichità, 34–48. 
35  In the mid-1760s Bracci left his position as tapestry designer to work on the publication of Hamilton’s 
collection. Nancy Ramage mentions that ‘Bracci does not earn much credit for invention, but he was 
remarkably skilled at converting Piranesi’s grandiose, murky, and atmospheric depictions of antiquity into 
somewhat simplified backgrounds for his initial letters’; Ramage, ‘The Initial Letters in Sir William 
Hamilton’s Collection’, 448. 
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d’Hancarville.36 In contrast with Winckelmann, who did not acknowledge the artists 
who were responsible for what have since been criticised as ‘inaccurate and pathetically 
unattractive’ engravings anywhere in his Monumenti,37 Hamilton and d’Hancarville did 
the exact opposite. In the concluding remarks of the first volume of AEGR, 
d’Hancarville stated that ‘we will finish this Volume by advertising to the Public that it 
is not to us that they owe the discovery of the manner in which the plates are printed, 
but to Mr. Joseph Bracci, a most able and ingenious Artist’.38  
 
With the text in both English and French, Hamilton was targeting a wide range of 
amateur connoisseurs and art-loving collectors of ancient artefacts. In a letter to his 
nephew Greville, however, Hamilton expressed his concern regarding ‘the difficulty of 
printing in two foreign languages…’, but still ‘the edition promises well; …the plates… I 
am sure will surpass anything of the kind…’39 The first two volumes are dated 1766 and 
1767 respectively, but they did not appear till 1768 or 1769.40 Volumes III and IV did 
not appear before 1776;41 although they were completed before that date, their 
publication had been jeopardized largely because d’Hancarville’s creditors refused to 
release the printed volumes unless Hamilton paid them a lump sum. The Monthly 
Review, however, considered this delay due to the London booksellers’ decision to delay 
the publication of the first volume until they received the second.42 In another letter to 
Greville, Hamilton was excited that ‘the work goes well… but it cost the devil all, but I 
never give up… you cannot conceive how interesting the work is grown by the additional 
drawings, all of which have been taken on the spot’.43 Again, three months later, he 
speaks again about the extraordinary cost of publishing: ‘What is worse…’ he says, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
36  For processing the work on AEGR, d’Hancarville employed fifteen people, including printers, 
illustrators and engravers; Griener, Le Antichità, 49. 
37  Lolla, ‘Monuments and Texts’, 436. 
38  AEGR, I, 170.	  
39  Morrison,  Autograph Letters, no. 71, (12 March 1776, Naples). 
40  However, it was probably not until 1770 that the first volume begun to be more widely circulated. In 
James Robson’s Catalogue of an Entire Library of Books of his bookshop at the Feathers on New-Bond Street 
in London, the first volume of AEGR is advertised – surprisingly among a section entitled ‘miscellaneous 
books’ rather than art or antiquarianism – with an extra note that there will be three more volumes to 
come at the price of 9 guineas; Robson, A Catalogue of an Entire Library of Books, (1770), 2, (note no. 20). 
41  Vases and Volcanoes, 51, 99. 
42  The Monthly Review, XLI, (1769), 566.  
43  Morrison,  Autograph Letters, no. 60, (19 December 1775, Caserta). 
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‘above £1,300 already gone, but thanks God, the last plate is in hand…’44 Finally, a 
hundred copies of each volume were printed and sent to London, although few copies 
actually reached the hands of subscribers until the early 1780s.45 The whole process of 
publishing the catalogue of Hamilton’s vases dragged on for more than eight years.  
 
Interestingly, the design of the work is not confined merely to a collection of exquisite 
models, or a detailed explanation of the painted scenes. The editors of AEGR, as the 
Monthly Review remarks, endeavoured to show ‘what system the ancients followed in 
order to give the vases that elegance … and to assign exact measures for fixing their 
proportions … in order that the artist may do it [copy] with as much truth and precision, 
as if he had the original themselves in his position’. According to the same review, 
which does not omit to pay some tribute to Bracci, ‘an able and ingenious artist’, the 
historical knowledge that can be gained from the figured scenes is of equal 
importance.46 Although the high regard and even honour afforded to this work stands 
in opposition to other publishing projects that went to the market at the same time – 
especially Winckelmann’s plates, which were so cruelly criticised, ‘even by 
Winckelmann’s warmest admirers’47 – one gets the sense that it is the engravings that 
most reveal the extent to which Hamilton’s desire was to unite the objects themselves by 
valuing their aesthetic and material characteristics. Jean Witte, for instance, considers 
that this luxuriously but tastelessly executed work establishes a transition between the 
shapeless engravings of Passeri (see 2.2.4. below), Caylus and Gori and those 
antiquarian books that were published soon after.48 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
44  Morrison, op. cit. (note 43), no. 71, letter from Hamilton to Greville (12 March 1776, Naples). 
45  In one of his letters to Winckelmann, the Minister of Münch-hausen of Hannover speaks of the 
commission of the first volume of AEGR for the University Library [‘Wegen des Hamiltonischen Werks 
gebe ich vor die Universitäts-Bibliothek die nötige commission nach Venedig’]; Briefe, IV, 108. 
46  The Monthly Review, XLI, (1769), 566.  
47  Lolla also reminds us that in the first edition of Winckelmann’s collected works by Eiselein (ed.), 
(1965), I, p. clxxv, Winckelmann’s Monumenti was described as an elegant book except for the engravings’; 
Lolla, ‘Monuments and Texts’, 436. 
48  Witte, Études sur les Vases Peints, (1865), 18. 
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Fig. 2.5 Engraved title page in French, 
1785, d’Hancarville, AEGR, I, BRKU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To these folio volumes should be added 
the various corrections and revisions 
that d’Hancarville made in the 
manuscript he compiled in 1778, as well 
as the two editions that appeared in 
Paris in five volumes (Fig. 2.5) and in 
Florence in four volumes in the mid-
1780s and early 1780s respectively. 
During his stay in Paris in 1785, 
d’Hancarville contacted the French 
copper-engraver F. A. David in order to proceed with a new edition of AEGR with the 
minimum of cost. David, who was also responsible for the French edition of Le Antichità 
di Ercolano (i.e. Antiquités d’Herculaneum gravées par F.[rançois] A.[nne] David; avec 
explications par Pierre-Sylvain Maréchal, 1780–1789) produced a five-volume work where 
the text was of primary importance, not the images. This edition bears the full title 
Antiquités Ètrusques, Grecques et Romaines Tirées du Cabinet de M. Hamilton Envoyé 
Extraordinaire de S. M. Britannique à la Cour de Naples, and was published in Paris 
between 1785–1788. Together with the Florentine edition, which follows the original in 
size, neither of these two editions came close to the quality of the original plates. The 
Attic black-figured lekythos below is a characteristic example of such lower quality and 
lesser detail (Fig. 2.6). The reversed image (due to the engraving process) of the vase in 
the French edition (Fig. 2.7) is inferior in graphic quality while a reddish colour has 
been added instead of the black and white of the original plate. Therefore, due to the 
small size of this edition (19.8 x 12cm), the illustration of the vase appears smaller in 
size and detail. Moreover, the numerical proportions of the lekythos in Figure 2.8 are 
absent from plate 45 of the Parisian edition (Fig. 2.9). 
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Fig. 2.6 & 2.7 Black-figured Attic lekythos, d’Hancarville, AEGR, I, pl. 65, 44 (French edition 
on the right), BRKU 
 
 
 
 
 
 Fig. 2.8 Black-figured Attic lekythos, d’Hancarville, AEGR, I, pl. 67, BRKU 
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Fig. 2.9 Black-figured Attic lekythos, d’Hancarville, AEGR, I, pl. 45 (French edition), BRKU 
 
 
 
The splendidly designed and engraved dedication plate to the book (Fig. 2.10) was 
Hamilton’s tribute to his long-time friendship with the king and also a fine example of 
the neoclassical taste that Hamilton hoped to develop and encourage. D’Hancarville’s 
intention ‘of bringing them to light, under the auspices of a great king, to whom he 
[Hamilton] has been attached from his infancy, by the ties of the most profound respect 
and the most sincere gratitude’, is vividly reflected in the plate.49 Although Jenkins and 
Sloan have already given a contextual approach to the dedication plate,50 my intention 
here is to examine the plate quite differently. A more critical view of the extent to which 
the visual interpretation of the object on display defines and influences the aesthetics of 
displaying classical art on paper will help us to consider the ideological character of the 
artefacts and their role as symbols rather than as mere figurative elements. 	  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
49  AEGR, I, iv. 
50  Vases and Volcanoes, 146.	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Fig. 2.10 Dedication plate 
to George III of England, 
d’Hancarville, AEGR,  
(1766), I, GRI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The role played by the 
Greek vase51 in the 
dedicatory plate, which 
apparently does not 
appear in the Italian and 
French translations of 
d’Hancarville’s work,52 
signifies the contextual 
transformation of the role 
of objects as material 
symbols of contemporary 
culture that emerged in the late eighteenth century. In this case, antique vases become 
constitutive in their material reality, in which artefacts themselves as symbols precede 
their aesthetic concept. The former cannot always exert influence without the latter; at 
the same time, as the red-figured pelike has shown, the material reality of an artefact 
does not always precede its symbolic value. Thus, instead of reproducing the materiality 
of the vase, d’Hancarville was closer to textualizing it by moving the viewer’s interest 
towards text and converting the artefact from a tangible object into reading material. 
Moreover, the visual dimension of interpreting art objects works as an alternative 
language to communicate certain meanings attributed to them either by the collector or 
the author alike. In this case, as Jenkins and Sloan remark, it is the product of Greek 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
51  Attic red-figured pelike (storage-jar), BM (E381); for the reverse of the vase, see AEGR, II, pl. 61.  
52  Both editions published under the same title. The French edition published in 5 short-size volumes in 
Paris (1785–1788) and the Italian edition published in the exact manner with the original in Florence 
(1801–1804). 
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craftsmanship that is positioned symbolically amidst a natural Etruscan environment. 
This new conception of approaching and ‘exhibiting’ material culture in print form, is 
also what distinguishes AEGR from previous publications as well as those that were 
about to follow. The critical issue at this point is whether this illusory character of the 
object elucidates the contradictory relationship between an artefact’s ideological 
character and its intrinsic qualities.  
 
In considering the different ways that various antiquarians went about reproducing 
ancient vases, I suggest here that a distinction can be made between the material 
qualities of artefacts and their representation in print. The former refers to the world of 
things and the latter to a world of interpretative practices. My intention is to show the 
extent to which vases from Hamilton’s first collection epitomize this multiple exchange 
of ideas, forms and symbols in a single medium: the art literature of that time. However, 
my remarks here are not of a descriptive character such as previous scholarship on 
AEGR. In the following section, I aim to focus on the aesthetic framework through a 
more interpretative approach to the socio-cultural role of Hamilton’s vases in the 
publication of his first collection. This brief, but critical, discussion will also help us to 
grasp the twofold role of material culture. I will present an analysis of the collection’s 
reception by print culture a) as a vehicle for a more contextual approach to the 
transmission of knowledge of the past through Hamilton’s vases, as it appeared in 
d’Hancarville’s text; and b) as a reconstructive and de-contextualized process of the 
intellectual and aesthetic significance of the vases in the late eighteenth-century pictorial 
and textual appropriation of classical art.  
 
2. 2. 3  
Images and textual narrative in Hamilton’s AEGR  
 
It is clear that the kinds of artistic expressions that surrounded these objects may 
enhance rather than detract from their value in the realm of culture and visual 
aesthetics. However, in the antique vase narratives that are the subject of this thesis, 
there is another issue of reception. Instead of concentrating on vases as objects per se, 
d’Hancarville uses the mythological scenes on them to reconstruct and visualize the past 
for his readers’ benefit. Rather than searching for ‘ideal beauty’, or representations of 
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the materiality of the past, antiquarians like d’Hancarville shifted their focus to clues 
that might throw light on ancient customs and myths. In fact, the text in Hamilton’s 
volumes does not deal extensively with vases, and even those that are portrayed are not 
all from his own collection.  
 
Hamilton knew that the textual narrative about the objects themselves would have an 
effect on those who opposed his extensive collecting around Naples and the Neapolitan 
authorities, who might not allow him to export his collection. In this respect, the 
educational aspect of the project had become central, which was reflected in the 
selection of the objects themselves. Thus, from the initial pages, d’Hancarville focuses 
on ‘the composition … the manner of treating the figures, the elegance of the attitudes, 
the beauty in the expression and the singularity of the outline’ as the main properties 
which made the publication of the vases ‘very valuable for Painters, sculptors, and 
Lovers of design’.53 As such, and in contrast with Winckelmann’s Monumenti, Hamilton 
clearly felt that publishing his vases required both issuing an accurate engraving and 
explaining its iconography. In turn, d’Hancarville’s insight into the literary content of 
the vases and advanced knowledge of ancient literature transformed a vase into an 
object worth publishing. Indeed, antiquities were being published with increasing 
frequency, transforming this ‘considerable collection of exquisite Models’54 into a 
veritable museum in book form, which could be visited by everyone who was willing to 
pay the price. In England in particular, where Hamilton intended his volumes to be 
sold, ‘the development of criteria of taste and the rise in aristocratic incomes that made 
possible its indulgence, created a demand for the cultivation of sensitivity by direct 
contact with the art treasures and classical remains of the Latin South’.55  
 
Nonetheless, Hamilton’s volumes were received in different ways. The extent to which 
Earl Fitzwilliam (1748–1833) ‘grumbled at being obliged to subscribe’ to Hamilton’s 
project is quite characteristic. For him, Hamilton might have been ‘one of the truest 
dilettante of every sort of virtue that we know’,56 but his volumes were a lavish work on 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
53  AEGR, I, viii. 
54  AEGR, I, vi. 
55  Smith, ‘Lord Fitzwilliam’s Grand Tour: 1764–1769’, History Today, (1967), 393. 
56  Quoted in Ingamells, A Dictionary, 361. 
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ancient Etruscan vases, for ‘the price far exceeds the utility that can ever be derived from 
the work … I own the subscription sticks in my stomach, for I could lay out the money 
much more to my own satisfaction’.57 Likewise, the German antiquarian Christian 
Gottlob Heine’s review of AEGR was severely critical of d’Hancarville’s conception of 
progress of art in antiquity that was being developed throughout the four volumes.58 
However expensive,59 Hamilton’s volumes were placed on sale. In the spring of 1769, 
the newly elected President of the Royal Academy of Arts in London, praised the 
usefulness of Hamilton’s Collection:  
I admire the work, which is published under your patronage exceedingly, it 
is not only magnificent … but it is likewise useful to antiquarians and will 
tend to the advancement of the arts, as adding more materials for genius to 
work upon. The grace and genteelness of some of the figures are exquisite, 
particularly the Atalanta [referring here to the Meidias Hydria], … grace 
which I never observed before in the antique …60 
 
Joshua Reynolds describes here the dual role that he foresees for the objects. For him, 
the images from the vases were to serve as an aesthetic acquaintance with the originals. 
His letter also seems to indicate that he was in accord with d’Hancarville’s desire to 
follow ‘the constitutive principles of Art’ and ‘the true knowledge of the theory, without 
which Art is no more then a mechanical operation;61 in other words to provide to artists 
and antiquarians the theoretical principles of classical art and its exemplars alike. As 
such, the relationship between images and text was formed according to this approach.  
 
The historical context of Hamilton’s vases, based on various antiquarian theories and 
hypotheses, was a first step in reviewing the information gained from the external 
evidence of the object itself. The author’s cultural bias and historical viewpoint had now 
become a major factor, shaping history through the interpretation of the objects’ stories. 
Thus, the movement from descriptive physical analysis to a discussion of the historical 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
57  This quote, which is not mentioned either by Constantine (2001), or in Vases and Volcanoes, is from 
Smith, ‘Lord Fitzwilliam’s Grand Tour’, 399.  
58  Heyne, Göttingische Anzeigen von Gelehrten Sachen, (1768), 754–767. 
59   An indication of AEGR’s considerable price is given by Abbé Duclos in his Dictionnaire Bibliographique, 
(1791), II, 4. The price was also under attack by the French Archaeologist and Architecture theorist 
Antoine-Chrysostome Quatremère de Quincy (1755–1849), although he admires d’Hancarville’s 
sumptuous presentation; see Griener, Le Antichità, 111 (note 29).	  
60  Morrison, Autograph Letters, no. 17, (28 March, 1769, London). 
61  AEGR, I p. xiv. 
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context of Hamilton’s vases, used to determine their status and value, can also be used 
here as a vehicle for a more careful consideration of the relationship between objects 
and the eighteenth-century socio-cultural context. Indeed, the Greekness of the vases 
played a major role in their reception and they were thereby associated with the art of 
classical Greece.62 It was only toward the end of the first volume that a particular piece 
from Hamilton’s collection was to support this view of their true origin. The treatment 
of this object is a characteristic example of how images and text might ideally be used 
together.63 D’Hancarville was certain that the krater could not have been made 
anywhere other than in Campania or Apulia. His published study extends over ten 
pages, including four images, a black-and-white three-dimensional view of the front of 
the vase (Fig. 2.11), an exact drawing with its dimensions, and two colour engravings of 
the whole scene. Following d’Hancarville’s discussion of the ‘Hunt krater’, and in 
contrast with previous accounts related to it, my intention here is to consider 
d’Hancarville’s tribute to this particular object from a different perspective; bridging the 
contextual gap between visual aesthetics on paper and the object’s role as a signifier of 
socio-cultural and antiquarian debates.  
 
It is interesting to see here the extent to which d’Hancarville decontextualizes 
antiquities through the use of an image of a particular object to assess its status and 
historical significance. After discussing the representation of hunting activities in 
ancient art and their role in ancient literature, he added: 
With the view of recalling to mind an event of the same nature with those 
we have just mentioned … perhaps it [the vase] was intended for the use of 
some Temple, or perhaps for the ornament of some apartment, for we shall 
hereafter see that the Ancients were fond of recalling to mind upon these 
Vases memorable Histories…64   
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
62  Although by the late eighteenth century, many Italian scholars favoured the belief that all the vases 
found in Etruscan tombs and those recovered from South Italian cemeteries were made by the Etruscans, 
it was Filippo Buonarroti (1661–1733) and Gori who had adopted the idea that Greek vases found in 
Italy were Etruscan. According to Momigliano, Dempster (1579–1625), who influenced Buonarroti and 
Gori, was ‘the source of inspiration for the new interest in Etruria… an interest chiefly centered in the 
study of archaeological evidence’; Momigliano, ‘Ancient History and the Antiquarian’, 305. For the 
‘Greekness’ debate, see Burn, ‘Sir William Hamilton and the Greekness of Greek Vases’, JHC, (1997). 
63  AEGR, I, 152–164, pls. 22–25; II, 108, 112–122, 204–209 (BM B37). 
64  AEGR, I, 154. 
	   60	  
 
Fig. 2.11 Black-figured Corinthian column-krater (the ‘Hunt krater’), d’Hancarville, 
AEGR, (1766), I, pl. 22, GRI 
 
 
 
He is also quite sure himself that the vase had actually a designated function ‘rather for 
ornament than use.’65 Furthermore, he focuses on the criteria for the quality of the 
vases’ painted scenes rather than its design: 
It is certain that the painting of this Vase is much more remarkable from 
the style of its design, from the manner of execution, and from the form of 
the Greek characters with which it is enriched, than from the History it 
represents … The style of its design is not barbarous enough to be 
considered as one of the first essays that had been made…66 
 
It is obvious here that the textual interpretation of the scene on Hamilton’s krater was 
regarded by d’Hancarville as more important than a descriptive and stylistic visual 
analysis. In his own words, the ‘Hunt krater’ developed a narrative and symbolic 
significance while it served as a creator and transmitter of historical context. Thus, the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
65  AEGR, I, 152–153. 
66  AEGR, I, 156, 159. 
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interpretation of cultural signals transmitted by such objects is one aspect of the 
reception of ancient material culture in the late eighteenth- and early nineteenth 
century.  
 
With the example of the Hunt krater, it is clear that aesthetic and historical values are 
essential adjuncts to an object’s living present. Both aspects bring to objects as much of 
a sense of life as the society as a whole and the collector are willing to give it. As such, 
Hamilton’s vases played an active part in a communicative process, which runs 
throughout the pages of the AEGR. In these volumes, the past became an object of 
antiquarian interest and as such was reconstructed in antiquarian discourse. This 
interpretative cultural production will continue to inform the consideration of many 
unexplored features of the conundrum of material culture throughout the remainder of 
this thesis. Furthermore, I believe that these interpretative processes generate new 
insights into the character of archaeological interpretation and outline more vividly the 
boundaries and some of the main features of an aesthetic reception of art.   
 
In a society in which the acquisition and reproduction of antiquity was a means of 
enhancing one’s social opportunities and where material objects were manufactured in a 
certain context of contemporary fashions and taste in regard to the interpretation of 
ancient art, Hamilton’s vases played a leading role. Lord Bessborough’s account 
congratulating Hamilton offers another glimpse of at the enthusiastic and approving 
reception of Hamilton’s collection among people who were perhaps less distinguished. 
After receiving the first volume in London, Bessborough wrote to Sir William: ‘it is a 
very fine work, and must do you honour in the world, and particularly among the 
virtuosi, and I give you joy of it’.67 In a period when the vogue for antiquities reflected 
the desire for more concrete representation of ideas, aesthetics and taste through 
material culture, Hamilton’s volumes illustrate the shift in the way that both classical art 
and its intellectual concept was received and appropriated by the aristocracy and the 
public. Why else should the British Museum have paid £8,400 for a collection including 
so many vases, if they had not been made known through one of the most extensive 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
67  Morrison,  Autograph Letters, no. 19, undated.	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sources for the study of the collections of ancient ceramics in the third quarter of the 
eighteenth century? 
 
The relationship between painted scenes and ancient Greek mythology, which remained 
the primary focus of interest for scholars even well into the nineteenth century, tended 
to influence the popularity of objects with iconic and representational value as well. 
More importantly, throughout their pages objects served sometimes as symbols of a close 
proximity with antique culture. In this respect, Hamilton was but one of many collectors 
who fuelled interest in the remains of classical antiquities. He certainly intended the 
publication to enhance the fame of his collection and thus also its value. His objects, 
however, were to be found in many other publications that would prompt or influence 
– some more successfully than others – the circulation and reception of images of his 
vases further. My intention here is not only to record the presence and role of ancient 
vases in various art publications of the late eighteenth century, a subject that has not yet 
been studied in depth. I also aim to shed light on the extent to which they were 
interpreted and conditioned by circumstances that have their own histories behind 
them and a particular set of questions. Why were certain artefacts featured differently in 
particular publications? To what extent was the reception of Hamilton’s vases 
particularly constructed by a set of inclinations and attitudes towards the culture of the 
ancients, and the aesthetics of ancient art?  
 
2. 2. 4  
Giovani Battista Passeri  
 
During the third quarter of the eighteenth century ancient vases came to be re-evaluated 
as high-quality artworks in the classical painting tradition. Thus, while a lively interest in 
works of artistic theory secured the quick diffusion of the classical past throughout 
Europe,68 this approach was followed by a large-scale systematic investigation and precise 
documentation of ancient pottery. The year after the first volume of Hamilton’s 
collection appeared was also the year that Passeri’s monumental work was published in 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
68  By the third quarter of the eighteenth century, Daniel Webb’s Inquiry into the Beauties of Painting (1760) 
had been translated into French (1765), German (1766) and Italian (1791); similarly Meng’s Gedanken 
über die Schönheit (1774) was published in Italian/Spanish (1780), French (1781) and English (1792). 
Winckelmann’s Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums (1764) was also published in French (1766) and Italian 
(1779, 1783–1784). 
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Rome. This was solely devoted to ancient ceramics and bore the title Picturae Etruscorum 
in Vasculis. At the time the illustrious AEGR was being published, Greek and related 
ceramics were still considered to be Etruscan products; not, as one might expect, 
because they were discovered in Etruria, but because of the lasting dominance of 
Etruscan authorities in the field.69 
 
We have to assume that Passeri’s project was influenced by the plates of AEGR; why else 
would he have engaged in such a big and costly project so soon after Hamilton if it was 
not for fame, intellectual status and antiquarian rivalry? Although an investigation into 
Passeri’s volumes has been the subject of recent developments in vase scholarship (e.g. 
recording and proposing the attribution of the vases to current museum possessions, 
such in the case of Masci’s latest monograph, Picturae Etruscorum in Vasculis: La Raccolta 
Vaticana, 2008) my intention here is rather different. By studying an example that 
comes from the limited number of Hamilton vases in Passeri’s volumes, we see that in 
order to examine the role of an object’s life-cycle in the reception of art, we must 
consider the different ways that art was produced, interpreted and aestheticized.70 While 
his ambitious work always stood in the shadow of d’Hancarville’s AEGR, Passeri was 
able to illustrate 249 vases in 300 copper engravings, whose provenances he cites in the 
captions to each engraving. Among them he included nine vases from Hamilton’s 
collection, five of which had already been – or were about to be – published in the 
second and third volumes of the AEGR.71 Considering these objects, however, Passeri 
(presumably due to competition with AEGR) did not mention either Hamilton as their 
owner or the British Museum as their location of deposit. He rather identifies them as 
part of the Mastrilli Museum72 or in William Hammond’s possession.73  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
69  As one of the strongest supporters and promoters of the Etruscan tradition, Passeri expresses no doubt 
as to the predominantly Etruscan origin of the artefacts; Picturae Etruscorum, I, xxiii. 
70  Notably, Passeri’s work did not constitute a mere catalogue of an individual collector, but instead 
concentrated on vases from several collections known to him. Thus, vases from Hamilton’s collection 
hold only a limited place in his work.  
71  These are: II, pl. 103/AEGR, II, pl. 68; III, pl. 201/AEGR, II, pl. 32; III, pl. 235/AEGR, IV, pl. 64; 
III, pl. 249/AEGR, III, pl. 94; III, pl. 255/AEGR, III, pl. 293; they have all been purchased by the British 
Museum in 1772.  
72  An Attic bell-krater (II, pl. 103) (BM F77), an Attic column-krater (III, pl. 235) (BM E490), and an 
Apulian (Greek) calyx-krater (III, pl. 235) (F269), are identified as belonging to the ‘Museo Mastrillo’. 	  	  
73  Likewise, an Attic bell-krater (III, pl. 201) (BM F65) and a Campanian neck-amphora (III, pl. 249) 
(F148) are identified by Passeri as taken from William Hammond’s (envoy at Naples in the years 1721–
1723) Neapolitan collection and the ‘Museo Vaticano’ respectively. 
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Referring to the ‘drawings in the Magnificent Edition published by Mr d’Hancarville’ in 
the preface to his second collection, Hamilton mentioned the vases that were published 
by antiquarians such as Dempster, Gori, Caylus, Montfaucon, Passeri and others before 
him, and that the drawings on them ‘were looked upon rather as the first and rude 
attempts of Art in its infancy’. In the same passage, Hamilton argued that the 
interpretation of his vases has instead been ‘executed in a much more masterly Style, 
and seems to have opened the eyes of the Curious with respect to the real merit of these 
vases’.74 While the faking of ancient pottery ‘was already an established practice’ and 
over-painting ‘served to support the ritual interpretations of vases favoured by 
scholars’,75 Hamilton was very much aware that ‘antiquarians have been often misled by 
drawings’ from vases that ‘have been modernly repaired’. Thus, he recalled how Passeri 
had introduced the scene on a red-figured bell-krater76 (Fig. 2.13) and questions why a 
Silenus (figure on the upper right corner of the illustration) was ‘represented there 
completely clothed and not naked as in most monuments of Antiquity’. After 
purchasing the object from the Mastrilli collection (Fig. 2.14), Hamilton soon perceived 
‘that the drapery on the Silenus had been added with a pen’ but as soon as he acquired 
the vase, ‘a sponge washed off at once both the modern drapery and Passeri’s learned 
differentiation’.77 Indeed, in the interpretation of the bell-krater in the AEGR Silenus is 
not the only naked figure. The satyr (on a lower level on the left) offering a cantharos 
(Fig. 2.12), Apollo (in the centre) with long curls holding a laurel-branch in his left and 
Dionysus (seated at the left) holding a rhyton and a thyrsus are presented quite 
differently in AEGR as opposed to Passeri and Mastrilli, as all the above figures are 
naked. It is quite unclear why Hamilton explicitly mentions the figure of Silenus when 
referring to the over-painting in Passeri.  
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
74  H. Tischbein, (ed.), Collection of Engravings from Ancient Vases mostly of Pure Greek Workmanship Discovered 
in Sepulchres in the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, (1791–1795), I, 8–10. 
75  Lyons, ‘The Museo Mastrilli’, 11–13; Lyons also argued also that such ‘restorations… hold a certain 
historical interest, since they afford an insight into those elements of design or iconography that were 
considered appropriate and interesting’. 
76  Hamilton himself informed his readers in the preface to his second collection (CEAV) that this vase 
came into his possession after it was published by Passeri. 
77  CEAV, I, 10–12. For the original vase at the British Museum, see BM F77. 
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Fig. 2.12 Satyr from an Attic bell-krater, (detail), 
d’Hancarville, AEGR, II, pl. 68, GRI 
 
 
Fig. 2.13 Red-figured Attic bell-krater, 
Passeri, Picturae Etruscorum, (1770), II, 
pl. 103(written at the bottom of the 
sheet: Nolae in Museo D. Felicis Mariae 
Mastrilli), BRKU. 
 
 
 
In considering the aesthetic approach to the scene, I would add here that Passeri’s 
interpretation follows the elaborate, rough and rather amateurish strokes from Spiega. 
As the above images show, the figures are more delicately executed in AEGR with more 
accurate proportions, and clear as well as concise outlines. It is also quite interesting to 
notice here that while the d’Hancarville’s interpretative method solely derives from the 
later’s system of decoding, approaching and featuring ancient art on paper, Passeri 
chooses a three-dimensional image including a painted scene in front of a grey 
background for the top of his sheets (partly as in the Spiega). This gives a certain effect in 
terms of grasping the enduring aesthetic essence of a monument from antiquity. 
Furthermore, Picturae Etruscorum’s engravings exclude some textual details related to the 
dimensions of the object, such as a two-dimensional view of the vase at the top of the 
sheet in Mastrilli’s Spiega shows. Interestingly, at the time when Passeri’s second volume 
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was already on the market, the bell-krater must have been in Hamilton’s possession.78 
Thus, Passeri’s different interpretative methodologies – compared to AEGR – of this 
particular vase suggest two things. Either Passeri was not aware of the Mastrilli sale to 
Hamilton, and so he identifies the bell-krater as in the possession of the Museo Mastrilli 
(see at the bottom of figure 13) rather than in Hamilton’s; or, although he was aware of 
the sale, he saw d’Hancarville’s project more as a rival rather than a source and thus 
chose not to follow AEGR’s aesthetic approach to vase painting.    
 
 
 
Fig. 2.14 Red-figured Attic bell-
krater, Spiega di Vasi Antichi, (c. 
1755), 43, GRI 
 
 
 
 
 
The case of the above krater 
shows further that the 
establishment and proliferation 
of antiquities mirrors the contrast 
between the realms of discourse 
regarding taste and visual 
perception. In this vein, Barkan 
argues that ‘the visible work of art 
develops its own privilege … not 
merely as the contingent material 
representation of … a historical 
reality, but rather as a reality of its 
own.’79 What is more important 
here, however, is that ancient vases were regarded and treated more as symbols than as 
aesthetic realities, although the different reflections on their interpretation 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
78  Lyons, ‘The Museo Mastrilli’, 7.	  
79  Barkan, Unearthing the Past, 4. 
	   67	  
demonstrated how closely these considerations embraced each other. As such, while 
Caylus and his contemporaries regarded ancient monuments solely as complements and 
proofs of history, the late eighteenth-century norm of beauty instead endowed artefacts 
with a value they had not previously held; a value that was translated into an indirect 
effect on the appearance of these pieces.  
 
Surveying the place and role of classical antiquities in the form of figured vases from 
Hamilton’s collection, I have shown that d’Hancarville’s and Passeri’s rival folio-volumes 
are quite characteristic examples of a symbolic and aesthetic effect. They both saw art 
being displayed in their published engravings as a medium to express, but also 
symbolize. Both projects demonstrate that popular antiquarian taste for classical 
monuments was widely shared by a limited number of collectors and scholars merely as 
a means of literary evidence for historical or mythical events and art-historical 
development.  
 
2. 2. 5 
Jean Claude Richard, Abbé Saint-Non  
 
Regardless of the strong desire to collect antiquities during the influx of Grand Tourists 
in Italy, the market for ancient vases would not have driven up prices, aroused curiosity 
or spurred vigorous (although often illicit) excavations without the considerable 
influence of the fast- growing print culture. Art publications subsequently ensured the 
continuous visual dissemination of ancient vases, whose figured scenes had already been 
esteemed by European collectors. In this respect, closer examination of how published 
collections of ancient pottery were formed can illuminate the specific context in which 
their aesthetic, artistic and collective reception developed. It can also indicate the extent 
to which collectors’ fame and potential intellectual superiority could rely on the 
publication of either the core or parts of their collections. As the previously mentioned 
examples indicate, it is no exaggeration to argue here that in the course of the second 
half of the eighteenth century, there was scarcely a large-scale collector whose collection 
would have not been ‘patronized’ – even advertised – by the antiquarian literature of the 
time.  
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During the last thirty years of the eighteenth century Naples was host to several different 
figures who contributed to the flow of images from Hamilton’s AEGR. One of these 
figures was Jean Claude Richard, Abbé de Saint-Non (1727–1791), the French collector 
and printmaker. After his successful attempt to publish the engravings that he made 
after the Italian drawings of his friends Hubert Robert and Jean-Honoré Fragonard80 as 
well as the series Tableaux de la Suisse et de l’Italie, of which only the two Swiss volumes 
appeared in 1779, Saint-Non was occupied with another huge publishing project 
entitled Voyage Pittoresque, Ou Description des Royaumes de Naples et de Sicile, which was 
published in Paris between 1781 and 1786 and consisted of five volumes. His assistant 
in this project was the young Dominique-Vivant Denon (1747–1825), who was 
responsible for the text, and whose travels and purchases are also chronicled in the 
project.81 
  
While Hamilton’s publication was still in progress and Denon was certainly aware of it – 
if he did not already own the volumes – he seems to have been preoccupied with 
competing with the British ambassador not only in collecting the most important group 
of ancient vases with regard to forms then in existence, but also in engaging in a 
publishing project from a different viewpoint than his rival collector.82 Saint-Non 
invited Denon to serve both as a supervisor of the work being undertaken on location 
by the artists, and as a composer of a descriptive journal of the expedition. Denon 
probably saw this occupation as an assignment with potential benefits rather than as a 
job. More surprisingly, however, he asked that his name be omitted from the completed 
volumes.83 As there was no better way of advertising his connoisseurship and authority 
on classical matters, we must agree with Judith Nowinski that it was due to a fear that 
such a public disclosure of his name might have jeopardized his diplomatic duties.  
 
Several hundred plates and vignettes by numerous printmakers accompanied the text; 
notably, many of these plates came either from painted scenes on vases that belonged to 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
80  Fragments des Peintures et des Tableaux les Plus Intéressans des Palais et Églises d’Italie (1770 – 1773). 
81  Denon became a ‘diplomat of the arts’ when he was appointed attaché d’ambassade at the newly 
reorganized French Embassy at Saint Petersburg; see Nowinski, Baron Dominique, 33, 61, 130. 
82  Vivant Denon wrote that the city of Naples was ‘unable to furnish me with adequate material for 
drawings and paintings, all my research was carried over to antiquity. The discovery of a Greek vase … 
appeared to me as distinct favour I was rendering to good taste’; Nowinski, op. cit (note 81), 46. 
83  Nowinski, Baron Dominique, 47–48. 
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Hamilton and were published in AEGR, or from vases that had never been in 
Hamilton’s possession but were still included in AEGR. However, what is of particular 
interest here is the second volume of the Voyage Pittoresque, which was published in 
1782. Eighteen vases appeared in that volume, all of which had also been published by 
d’Hancarville in AEGR but only ten of which were in Hamilton’s collection.84 The vases 
are featured separately and in most cases at the end of a chapter directly after the text. 
One such example is a hydria once in Hamilton’s possession.85 The vase, which 
according to Beazley depicts Apollo and the Muses, was placed at the end of the chapter 
entitled ‘Statues, manuscrits Gres, et fragments Antiques d’Herculaneum’ (Fig. 2.15). 
The size of the interpreted vases, however, along with the vague character of the scene 
do not allow us to have a clearer idea of its artistic qualities and therefore, compare it 
with the original.  
 
At the beginning of the volume, however, and several pages before the above image, 
Saint-Non provides explanatory text that discusses the origin of the vase, painting 
techniques and composition, albeit not in any great detail. The description emphasizes 
also the role of the painting in understanding the ancients.86 After more detailed 
references to the mythological scenes on the vase, it stresses that although these remarks 
and observations are important to our perception of antiquity, they are not enough to 
disclose antiquities’ true character and value. The whole representation uses both text 
and artefacts from the past in an effort to reconstitute and reconstruct their meaning, 
appearance and nature. Such reconsideration of objects’ material and aesthetic qualities 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
84  The painted scenes from the vases that were illustrated both in Voyage Pittoresque and AEGR and 
belonged to Hamilton are the following (paragraphs indicate the explanatory text in the main part of 
Saint-Non’s volume and the British Museum reference number respectively): Voyage, 20 (xiv)/AEGR, III, 
pl. 78, (BM E315); Voyage, 35 (xvi)/AEGR, I, pls. 30–32, (BM E225); Voyage, 70 (xviii)/AEGR, I, pl. 130, 
(BM E224); Voyage, 102 (xx)/AEGR, I, pl. 59, (BM F343); Voyage, p. 180/AEGR, III, pl. 57, (BM F209); 
Voyage, 206 (xxiv)/AEGR, I, pls. 33–5, (BM E463); Voyage, 254/AEGR, III, pl. 60, (BM E497); Voyage, 262 
(xxvi)/AEGR, I, pls. 36–8, (BM F518); Voyage, 275 (xxvii)/AEGR, III, pl. 31, (BM E460); Voyage, 276 
(xxvii)/AEGR, I, pls. 22–5 (BM B37). The illustrations from the vases that were published by 
d’Hancarville but not in Hamilton’s possession are: Voyage, 110c (xxi)/AEGR, I, pl. 43, (Frankfurt, 
Museum für Vor– und Frühgeschichte a2562); Voyage, 137 (xxii)/AEGR, IV, pl. 81, (unidentified); 
Voyage, 162 (xxiii)/AEGR, III, pl. 52, (unidentified); Voyage, 166 (xxiv)–/AEGR, III, pl. 49, (Paris, Louvre 
G203)/Voyage, 225/AEGR, III, pls. 86, (Dresden, Staatliche Kunstsammlungen 233); Voyage, 229 
(xxv)/AEGR, III, pl. 128, (Paris, Louvre G343); Voyage, 243 (xxvi)/AEGR, III, pl. 88, (Catania, Museo 
Civico del Castello Ursino MB4232); Voyage, 267 (xxvii)/AEGR, IV, pl. 38, (Vatican, Museo Gregoriano 
Etrusco 18085); Voyage, 283 (xxviii)/AEGR, III, pl. 43, (Vatican, Museo Gregoriano Etrusco T2). 
85  Red-figured hydria (BM E225). 
86  Saint-Non, Voyage Pittoresque, II, xvi. 
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not only helps to fill a gap in the history of vase scholarship, but also creates a firmer 
basis on which to assess the life-cycle of Hamilton’s vases and more generally their role 
in the reception of classical antiquity by the late eighteenth-century print culture. 
 
In many cases, the use of visual materials worked as ‘a touchstone for authentification 
and historical dating as this was a positive product of early historical scholarship’.87 As 
such, in Voyage Pittoresque, artefacts are objects with a claim to be valuable in their own 
right. Moreover, one of the elements that these artworks have in common is the extent 
to which they are intimately identified not by their form but instead by their content as 
visual perceptions of antiquity. More particularly, in our case, they are presented as 
icons of the survival of ancient material culture and the wider reinvigoration of classical 
antiquity, exemplified by the Hamilton vases. In regard to Saint-Non’s Voyage Pittoresque, 
once again a publishing project was held responsible for the influence of the market on 
the reception of vases. Indeed, his volumes were dedicated to Queen Marie-Antoinette 
and within a few years of the publication of the first volume, her husband Louis XVI 
bought many vases from Denon’s own collection. 
 
Although not a project solely dedicated to ancient pottery, Saint-Non’s work reflects two 
characteristic approaches to late eighteenth-century antiquarian culture. First, it shows 
that there was a new – and gradually expanded – awareness of the importance of 
material culture to the study of the past, with considerable reference to ancient vases. 
Second, and in contrast to AEGR and Passeri, the growing interest in the surviving 
material culture of ancient Greece and Rome, which was stimulated by travel and 
exploration of the Mediterranean lands, began to offer new insights into the origins of 
art, and to attach topography to the interpretation of art and vice versa. Scholars 
increasingly turned their attention to the ways in which material culture could both 
serve as figurative and conceptual elements and provide visual support to literary 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
87  Kaufmann, ‘Antiquarianism, the History of Objects, and the History of Art before Winckelmann, JHI, (2001), 
529. 
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accounts, which were sometimes silent and sometimes insufficient witnesses for such 
developments.88    
 
 
Fig. 2.15 Title page, Saint-Non, Voyage Pittoresque, (1782), II, 35, BRKU 
 
 
 
2. 6  
Material culture, Hamilton’s vases and art literature: reception 
and impact (c. 1800–1820) 
 
The reception of Hamilton’s vases by late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century print 
culture, reveals more than the high cultural value placed upon them; it also suggests that 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
88  Momigliano saw these attitudes –especially in terms of an advanced interest in religious beliefs and 
mythology – primarily as a response to the extent to which ancient literary sources could be reliable or 
even authentic; Momigliano, ‘Ancient History and the Antiquarian’. 
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painted pottery was interpreted and existed explicitly as a model of aesthetic value. This 
is what transformed the artefact into a transitional medium: that is, artists had the 
chance to use it as an inspiration, and to make art that interpreted the original. Thus, 
instead of merely discussing the life-cycle of Hamilton’s vases in the context of the 
Enlightenment culture, I shall explore them as interpreted material, whose importance 
lies in the way they combine and articulate several of the main preoccupations of late 
eighteenth-century intellectual, social and cultural life. The following sub-sections assess 
Hamilton’s vases via a set of artistic representations of ancient material culture, some of 
which had been dormant or overlooked but were now being interpreted in the context 
of this particular period in history.  
 
2. 6. 1  
Thomas Kirk 
 
It has been suggested that recovering the material culture of the human past ‘affects the 
flow of information arising from objects’, while they also become part of a new cultural 
context with a new set of interactions.89 It is essential to recognize the extent to which 
an object can be modified simply through being used or re-interpreted by human 
agency. Over the course of, and following, Sir William Hamilton’s life there were several 
other initiatives transforming these relations and influencing the distinction between 
fine arts and antiquarianism. One such example, in which the plates embody the close 
relationship between the early-modern aesthetics of classical art and the culture of the 
ancients, is a book, engraved by Thomas Kirk (c. 1765–1797), which was published in 
London in 1804 (shortly after Hamilton’s death) and reissued in 1816.  
 
This posthumous reconnection of Hamilton’s vases, entitled Outlines from the Figures and 
Compositions upon the Greek, Roman, and Etruscan Vases of the late Sir William Hamilton, 
contained designs in the form of outlines which were drawn and engraved from sixty 
vases from Hamilton’s two collections. Thora Brylowe has shed light on this publication 
recently90 and it is not my intention to repeat it here. Considering Kirk’s endeavour as 
part of the aesthetic reception of Hamilton’s first vase collection, however, I aim to 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
89  Hurcombe, Archaeological Artefacts as Material Culture, (2007), 36. 
90  Brylowe’s main argument is that Kirk ‘demonstrates a thoroughgoing shift in the images associated 
with Hamilton’s vases, rejecting and replacing the idea of the collection offered in earlier times’, and 
embracing ‘the idealization of classical beauty’; Brylowe, ‘Two Kinds of Collections’, 44.  
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discuss further a few issues related to a comparative visual and textual approach to this 
reception. Apart from recording and analysing which objects have been selected for re-
interpretation in Kirk’s Outlines, I consider here a) the interaction between the pictorial 
appropriation of the vases themselves and Kirk’s textual narrative in comparison with 
AEGR; and b) the extent to which the reception of his collection was restricted to the 
implicit differences and changes between artefact material forms and changing 
perceptions of visual aesthetics around 1800.  
 
The vases were selected by Kirk ‘on account of the beauty of their composition and the 
elegance and truth of individual forms’, while those ‘which tended in any degree to 
indelicate expression’ were rejected.91 Kirk’s Outlines begin with a seventeen-page 
introduction to Hamilton’s vases followed by the outlines of the plates along with ‘such 
slight explanations of them as their subjects afforded’. The introductory text deals with 
the painting techniques of the ancient artists, the subjects of the painted scenes, the 
division of the vases according to their use, their discovery and estimated age, based on 
ancient literature; the compositions of the figures, and the customs depicted upon 
them. Furthermore, it proclaims the importance of Hamilton’s motives by glorifying his 
love for the arts as: 
he was … engaged in collecting the most beautiful specimens of antiquity … 
and having even less pleasure in the possession of these treasures, than in 
gratifying the good taste of the world in making them public, he permitted 
engravings to be made from them.92  
 
In this passage, we find the author at his most visionary, praising ‘the composition of 
these paintings, the manner in which they are treated, the elegance of the actions, the 
beauty of their expression, the singularity of their character … and above all, the great 
genius of those artists who have invented them …’ as something that was ‘highly 
valuable for the true lover of the art’.93  
 
Thomas Kirk’s Outlines re-imagined Hamilton’s classical vase motifs and fully 
transformed the original illustrations Hamilton commissioned for the AEGR forty or so 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
91  Kirk, Outlines, (1804), ii. 
92  Kirk, Outlines, ii–iv. 
93  Kirk, Outlines, xi–ix. 
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years before. This process occured in the context of the emergence of a demanding 
publishing culture partly concerned with social improvement and moral instruction 
rather than merely pleasure and style.94 As such, Outlines can best be understood as an 
anthology whose images were ‘not confined merely to the purpose of giving a collection 
of beautiful designs to please the eye, but to present … a series of chaste compositions, 
that may tend to … a pure and correct taste…’ This aesthetic and moral interpretation of 
‘perfect models’ is used in ‘forming and spreading a purer taste … dependent upon our 
feelings rather than upon learning independent of feeling’.95   
 
While on the one hand, the text in d’Hancarville’s volumes consists of long 
disquisitions on ancient aesthetics and Greek and Etruscan history, and as such does 
little to illuminate the images in the engravings, it is not difficult to ascertain that in 
Kirk’s case the text is a sort of contextualized encounter with the outlines of the 
engravings from AEGR. An Attic red-figured pelike, for instance, which perhaps 
represents Demeter in the House of Kelos and is now housed at the British Museum 
(E433) was considered by d’Hancarville to have come from a Greek island.96 In Kirk’s 
description, however, this important and quite radical claim is not mentioned; instead, 
Kirk quotes Winckelmann, who maintains that its subject is the sale of Hercules to 
Omphale and concludes his short description by stressing the need ‘to expatiate on the 
beauty of this design’.97 Here again, the text itself distanced itself from Hamilton’s 
collection, revealing once more that the re-produced engravings were more powerful 
than the original objects. This was so partly because they were shown in a way that was 
considered beautiful and partly because ‘they were attached to well-known mythological 
narratives’.98  
 
Another characteristic example of the changing perceptions of taste and visual aesthetics 
in Kirk’s Outlines is an engraving taken from a red-figured hydria and features a scene of 
daily life with two women, heavily draped in mantles, standing before a third, who is 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
94  See, for instance, Benedict, Making the Modern Reader, (1996), 210. 
95  Kirk, Outlines, v–vi. 
96  AEGR, II, 164–165. In the manuscript catalogue he became more specific by saying that it was found 
on Chios in 1761; d’Hancarville, MS Catalogue, II, opp. 657; see also Vases and Volcanoes, 179. For a three-
dimensional reproduction of the vase, see AEGR, I, pl. 69. 
97  Kirk, Outlines, 35–36. 
98  Brylowe, ‘Two Kinds of Collections’, 32. 
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seated.99 In the description of the painted scene, Kirk quoted d’Hancarville’s 
assumptions that the scene depicted Valeria coming to beseech Volumnia, mother of 
Coriolanus, to ask her son to negotiate with the Roman Senate.100 D’Hancarville 
attempted here to fill in the gaps in his chronological system by interpreting the subjects 
of some vases as illustrating historical events. He also went a step further by suggesting 
that this represents a place in the rise of Greek art equivalent to that which Raphael 
occupied in the history of modern European art.101 Thus, whether or not this 
antiquarian idealization distorted d’Hancarville’s conceptions of the classical world, 
Kirk’s approach to describing ancient art was different. He might have adopted the 
Frenchman’s view of the above scene that ‘nothing is more simple than the design … 
and yet nothing can be more eloquent’,102 but he did not intermingle his aesthetic and 
historical digressions. In relation to this aesthetic divergence, in which the importance 
lay more on the text than on the objects themselves, material culture underwent a 
complex process of interpretation, decoding and translation.  
 
Due to the polysemous nature of the associations surrounding the object, however, no 
interpretation can be complete; but the idea of truth about an objects’ materiality still 
resides in the process of re-interpretating the past (e.g. engraving from existing 
engravings of the originals), rather than simply in the process of copying idealized 
originals. More interestingly, only sixty-two scenes are interpreted in Kirk’s publishing 
project, of which forty eight were derived from the AEGR,103 while the remaining 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
99  Kirk, Outlines, pl. 36, (BM E221). 
100  See Plutarch, Life of Coriolanus, XXXIII, 2–5.  
101  AEGR, I, 166–168. 
102  Kirk, Outlines, 24. 
103  From the total forty-eight scenes taken from AEGR, thirty are from twenty-seven vases in Hamilton’s 
collection. These are: pl. 1/AEGR, IV, pl. 69 (BM F456); pl. 2/AEGR, IV, pl. 98 (BM F454); pl. 3/AEGR, 
I, pl. 115 (BM F519); pl. 4/AEGR, II, pl. 43 (BM E405); pl. 5/AEGR, I, pl. 122 (BM E381); pl. 7/AEGR, 
I, pl. 57 (BM E622); pl. 9/AEGR, II, pl. 42 (BM E361); pl. 14/AEGR, II, pl. 88 (BM H260); pl. 15/AEGR, 
II, pl. 34 (BM F125); pl. 16/AEGR, III, pl. 113 (BM 1977,0522.35); pl. 17/AEGR, III, pl. 73 (BM F164); 
pl. 22/AEGR, II, pl. 61 (BM 1772,0320.728); pl. 23/AEGR, III, pl. 121 (BM F241); pl. 24/AEGR, I, pl. 
117 & IV, pls. 84–85 (BM F205); pl. 25/AEGR, II, pl. 35 (BM F403); pl. 27/AEGR, I, pl. 127 (BM E224); 
pl. 28/AEGR, I, pl. 128 (BM E224); pl. 29/AEGR, I, pl. 129 (BM E224); pl. 32/AEGR, IV, pl. 47 (BM 
1772,0320.725); pl. 33/AEGR, II, pl. 57 (BM F199); pl. 35/AEGR, IV, pl. 36 (BM F195); pl. 36/AEGR, I, 
pl. 26 (BM E221); pl. 37/AEGR, I, pls. 72–74 (BM E314); pl. 39/AEGR, I, pl. 112 (BM E405); pl. 
44/AEGR, III, pl. 108 (BM F269); pl. 47/AEGR, I, pl. 65 (BM E708); pl. 49/AEGR, I, pl. 48/IV, pls. 
111–112 (BM F301); pl. 50/AEGR, IV, pl. 52 (BM F48); pl. 53/AEGR, IV, pl. 86 (BM F91); pl. 
54/AEGR, I, pls. 69–71 (BM E433). The rest eighteen painted scenes are from vases featured in AEGR 
but not belonged to Hamilton: pl. 6/AEGR, I, pl. 89 (unidentified); pl. 8/AEGR, I, pl. 43 (Frankfurt, 
Museum für Vor- und Frühgeschichte, a2562/VF a602); pl. 10/AEGR, I, pl. 84 (BM E 332, presumably 
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fourteen engravings are taken from Hamilton’s second publication, Tischbein’s CEAV, 
a subject that will be discussed in chapter 5 (5.1.1). Interestingly, Kirk’s choices are not 
restricted to vases once in Hamilton’s possession. He also includes eighteen vases, eleven 
of which are unidentified (that is, they cannot be matched with any collection currently 
known). Among them, five can be matched to well-known museum collections; the 
remaining two can be found in the British Museum’s database and thus, they 
presumably were part of Hamilton’s first vase collection in 1772. Additionally, only 
twelve of the total number of the scenes that appeared in Kirk’s volume are presented 
on a black background, similar to the red-figured pottery technique. The rest are in 
outline. 
 
Although it has been argued that Kirk ‘re-engraved engravings’ from the AEGR,104 it 
seems that he did not always copy precisely. The following examples show that either he 
missed some details or he omitted them in purpose. In plate 1 (Fig. 2.16), for instance, 
in which Eros is featured sitting on a rock, Kirk chooses not to depict the strings of 
beads over the right shoulder of the figure nor an anklet on the left leg, as featured in 
AEGR (Fig. 2.17). Nevertheless, he depicts the bracelets in both Eros’ hands. Also, the 
border pattern at the round edge of the interior decoration of the kylix is quite 
different, closer to a floral pattern than a wreath as in the AEGR. Similarly, in plate 10 
of the Outlines, in which a youth with spears is pursuing a woman, Kirk omits a garment 
(presumably a hat) attached at the back of the male’s shoulder, as appeared in the 
AEGR’s interpretation of the scene. Notably, Kirk’s introductory remark may be 
connected to the above omissions. By saying that ‘the rejection of all those designs from 
his [Hamilton’s] collection, which tended in any degree to indelicate expression’, the 
engraver seems to admit, although it is unclear, that he chose to copy the scenes in his 
own aesthetic language. In the same passage, he also refers to the various borders which 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
formerly Hamilton collection); pl. 11/AEGR, II, pl. 65 (unidentified); pl. 12/AEGR, II, pl. 54 
(Stockholm, Nationalmuseum, inv. 2); pl. 218/AEGR, II, pl. 27 (Museo Nazionale, Naples–114260); pl. 
21/AEGR, II, pl. 113 (unidentified); pl. 26/AEGR, II, pl. 62 (unidentified); pl. 30/AEGR, II, pl. 77 
(unidentified); pl. 31/AEGR, II, pl. 81 (unidentified); pl. 34/AEGR, I, pl. 40 (unidentified); pl. 38/AEGR, 
IV, pl. 38 (Vatican, Museo Gregoriano Etrusco, 18085, V62); pl. 43/AEGR, I, pl. 109 (unidentified); pl. 
45/AEGR, IV, pl. 71 (according to Passeri presumably formerly Catania, St Nicolai de Arena: Passeri, 
1767, I, pl. 70); pl. 48/AEGR, IV, pl. 41 (unidentified); Outlines, pl. 51/AEGR, II, pl. 91 (unidentified); 
pl. 57/AEGR, I, pl. 82 (unidentified). 	  
104  Brylowe, ‘Two Kinds of Collections’, 48. 
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‘surround these designs but not so placed in the original vases’, and thus, he explains in 
advance the choice of his own border-patterns on the featured vases.105 Indeed, as the 
kylix on figure 2.16 indicates, Kirk preferred to show the variety and elegance of these 
borders and therefore, his choices do not follow the original engravings but rather the 
qualities of his own aesthetic imagination.   
 
 
Fig. 2.16 Red-figured Apulian (Greek) kylix, Kirk, Outlines, (1804), pl. 1, BRKU 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
105  Kirk, Outlines, ii. 
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Fig. 2.17 Apulian (Greek) red-figured kylix, d’Hancarville, AEGR, (1767), IV, pl. 69, GRI 
 
 
 
Although small in size and simpler in shape and form than AEGR’s engravings,106 Kirk’s 
Outlines stressed the tensions between critical judgment and idealistic perception. The 
work also highlighted the tension between a theory of graphic signs solely related to the 
outline style and the functional study of popular artistic production. It further suggests 
that one of the major constraints upon the reception of classical art in the decades 
around 1800 was the implicit difference between the artistic practice of an individual, 
and certain materialistic and idealistic interpretations. This suggestion further 
demonstrates that an assessment of the objects’ potential was not limited to their 
inherent significance, but was mostly determined by their supposed direct relationship 
to the contemporary aesthetics. As such, Kirk’s re-interpretation of Hamilton’s vases 
vividly shows how little competing aesthetic juxtapositions of classical beauty depended 
on the real objects.   
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
106  Thomas Kirk’s Outlines was smaller in format than AEGR. Thus, the price of Outlines was listed, as 
£2/2 [two pounds and two shillings], while the subscription costs for AEGR were £5 to £10 per volume 
(The Edinburgh Review, 4, 1803, 487). 	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2. 6. 2 
Aubin-Louis Millin 
 
In 1811, Aubin-Louis Millin (1759–1818), the French antiquarian and art historian,  
published his ambitious study of Greek vases in two large volumes. The project was 
published in Paris and bore the full title Galerie Mythologique: Recueil de Monuments pour 
Servir a l’Èt ude de la Mythologie, de l’Histoire de l’Art, de l’Antiquitè Figurè e, et du Langage 
Allègorique des Anciens. His project reflects a man of diverse scientific and scholarly 
interests, whose career included the publication of a prodigious number of works and 
the founding of the journal Magasin Encyclopèdique. In becoming curator of the cabinet 
of antiquities at the newly nationalized Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris, and publishing 
‘ingenious discoveries and useful inventions in all fields’,107 he soon asserted his control 
over national antiquities. As part of this remarkable publishing career, Galerie 
Mythologique was devoted solely to ancient vases from the cabinets of several collectors, 
which were reproduced mostly from representations in books and collectors’ catalogues 
(e.g. Winckelmann’s Monumenti Inediti, Passeri’s Picturae Etruscorum, the Musée 
Napoleon, the Museo Pio Clementino, Visconti’s Iconographie Grecque, Caylus’s Recueil, 
Vanuti’s Museo Albani, Tischbein’s CEAV, James Stuart’s Antiquities of Athens and 
d’Hancarville’s AEGR). 
 
In the first volume, which is dedicated to the history of gods and other allegorical 
divinities, there are no appearances of images from the painted scenes of Hamilton’s 
vases. Interestingly, however, we encounter a plate (Fig. 2.18) from a vase that belonged 
to Hamilton and had already been mentioned in Passeri’s Picturae Etruscorum. Millin, 
however, chose to reproduce the scene from Mazzocchi,108 whose own reproduction was 
much older than that in AEGR.109 Thus, Millin did not fail to reproduce the Greek 
letters on the surface of the vase as d’Hancarville did before (Fig. 2.19). Moreover, by 
the time it came into Hamilton’s possession this vase was already well known as one of 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
107  An advertisement by Millin appeared on the inside cover of the Dictionnaire des Beaux Arts (1806); 
Adkins, ‘The Renaissance of Peiresc: Aubin-Louis Millin and the Post-Revolutionary Republic of Letters’, 
Isis, (2008), 690. 
108  Mazzocchi, Commentariorum … Aeneas Tabulas Heracleenses, (1754–1755), I, 137–138. 
109  In the description of the scene and provenance of the vase, Millin quoted ‘Mazochi, Tabul. Heracl, 
137’; Millin, Galerie Mythologique, I, 10–11. 
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those discussed by Mazzocchi, so Millin chose to follow the Italian’s work (Fig. 2.20)110. 
Considering this particular vase, it is interesting to pause for a moment and consider 
the development of taste and visual aesthetics, as they relate to ancient pottery, from the 
mid-eighteenth to the early nineteenth centuries. The calyx-krater was initially featured 
in the Spiega manuscript while it was part of the Mastrilli collection in the mid-1750s 
(Fig. 2.21). Since we do not know the exact time that Spiega was privately published (we 
assume that it is c. 1755), it is difficult to ascertain whether or not the vase’s appearance 
in Mazzocchi’s work preceded Mastrilli’s catalogue. In 1775, this vase appeared in the 
third volume of Passeri’s work (Fig. 2.22). Notably, although it was already in 
Hamilton’s possession, Passeri copied it from the Spiega. AEGR’s third volume, in which 
the vase is featured, was not printed before 1776 and thus, the vase was still considered 
(especially by those without access to Hamilton’s private cabinet but who had seen 
Mastrilli’s manuscript) to be in the marchese’s possession.  
 
A closer view of the interpretation of the scene depicting two armed actors (inscriptions: 
Daidalos and Enyalos) fighting before the seated goddess Hera indicates the extent to 
which artists approached vases under their own aesthetic terms. By examining this – 
previously unexplored – group of pictures of Hamilton’s calyx-krater, we can take a 
closer look into the reception of ancient pottery by print culture. The laurel-wreath 
above the designs, for instance, which was taken from the original vase and featured 
both in Mastrilli’s, Millin’s, and Passeri’s volumes, does not appear in AEGR. However, 
it seems that Passeri’s interpretations do not always follow Spiega’s artistic approach to 
the vase. He omits, for instance, the floral decoration featured on the left side in both 
Mastrilli’s catalogue and AEGR. Likewise, Passeri’s representation of the image of 
Daidalos hurling a spear with his right hand on the left side, is quite static in pose in 
contrast with Spiega and AEGR, where the same figure is featured with more motion and 
style. Additionally, the star-fish motive on the shield on the left hand of Enyallos (on the 
right), is interpreted by Passeri and Millin quite roughly with disproportional lines. In 
contrast, AEGR and Spiega interpret the motive rather skilfully, and in both cases 
tendrils encircle it.   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
110  I am thankful to the Getty Research Institute for providing me with an image of this vase, which I 
reproduce here.	  
	   81	  
 
	  	   	  
Fig. 2.18 Red-figured Apulian (Greek) kalyx-krater, Millin, Galerie Mythologique, (1811),  
I, 48, pl. XIII, BRKU 
 
 
 
Fig. 2.19 Red-figured Apulian (Greek) kalyx-krater,	  d’Hancarville, AEGR, (1767),  
III, pl. 108, GRI	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Fig. 2.20 Red-figured Apulian (Greek) kalyx-krater (upper left),	  Mazzocchi, Commentariorum, 
(1754–1755), I, 137–8, GRI	  
 	  
 
Fig. 2.21 Red-figured Apulian (Greek) 
calyx-krater, Spiega di Vasi Antichi,  
(c. 1755), 180, GRI 
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Fig. 2.22 Passeri, Picturae 
Etruscorum, (1775), III,  
pl. 255, BRKU	  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hamilton’s vases do not hold a 
prominent place in Galerie 
Mythologique’s second volume, 
either.111 Here, Millin 
reproduced only three scenes 
from vases already published in 
AEGR, including an Apulian 
bell-krater (although this was 
never in Hamilton’s 
possession),112 an Attic hydria 
(‘The Meidias Hydria’)113 and a fragment from an Attic kylix.114 In the case of the 
‘Meidias hydria’, for instance, Millin’s visual approach to the rape of the daughters of 
Leucippus by Dioscuri follows AEGR’s version of the scene although with some minor 
inconsistencies considering the positioning of the figures (e.g. in Millin’s Galerie the 
laurel bush at the very edge of each side is featured with significantly fewer leaves than 
in AEGR’s case) (Figs. 2.23 & 2.24). Likewise, minor stylistic differences/alterations 
occur in the interior scene of the kylix below (e.g. the size of the Centaur’s head appears 
significantly larger in Millin’s work than in AEGR, and also in the original object while 
its design is clumsier) (Figs. 2.25 & 2.26). Notably, the focus on the value of inscriptions 
must have been quite important for Millin, as it is the case with the calyx-krater 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
111  The second volume concentrated on a history of heroes from Greek mythology (from Thebes, Argos, 
Corinth and Arcadia), also including the Odyssey, the Argonauts, Iliad, and the Aeneid.  
112  No. 428, pl. cviii/AEGR, IV, pl. 105 (bearded actor with a head stuck in ladder/ithyphallic actor with 
hat and caduceus of Hermes, Vatican, Museo Gregoriano Etrusco, U19, 18052). 
113  No. 385, pl. xciv/AEGR, I, pl. 127–30 & II, pl. 22 (the rape of the daughters of Leucippus by the 
Dioscuri, Castor and Pollux, BM E224). 
114  No. 456, pl. cxviii/AEGR, IV, pl. 31 (centaur Nessus carries off Deianira, BM E42). 
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mentioned above. Thus, the inscribed letters ‘ΝΙΣΟΣ’ and ‘ΔΑΙΝΑΝΕΡΑ’ surrounding 
the centaur Nessus and Deianeira are much bigger in size in Millin’s interpretation.     
 	  
	  
Fig. 2.23 Red-figured Attic hydria, ‘The Meidias Hydria’, Millin, Galerie Mythologique, (1811), II, 
385, pl. XCIV, BRKU 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 2.24 Red-figured Attic hydria, ‘The Meidias Hydria’, d’Hancarville, AEGR, (1767),  
I, pl. 130, GRI 
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Fig. 2.25  
Red-figured Attic 
kylix, Millin, 
Galerie 
Mythologique, 
(1811), II, 456, 
pl. CXVIII, 
BRKU 
 	  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 2.26 Red-figured Attic kylix, 
d’Hancarville,  
AEGR, IV, pl. 31, GRI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   86	  
Galerie Mythologique was not Millin’s only work on ancient vases. His acquaintance with 
this particular subject had begun in 1808, when he was also involved in the 
reproduction of scenes from ancient vases sourced from earlier engravings. This project 
was published in Paris in two folio-volumes with the full title Peintures de Vases Antiques, 
Vulgairement Appelès É trusques: Tirèes de Diffèrentes Collections et Gravèes. Millin would 
state in the preface of this work that ‘today governments have formed collections of this 
kind for the improvement of industry; and there are some in all the capitals of Europe 
where the arts are respected’.115 In this pan-European socio-cultural context, the view of 
material culture was constructed in relation to works of lesser quality and cost than 
before, with the inclusion of limited – or no – shapes and drawings that were sometimes 
precise copies and sometimes harsh and unreliable. In a note of his introduction to the 
first volume of his Peintures (1808), Millin appraises AEGR as the most splendid book of 
its time with an influence on improving the forms and ornaments of all objects and 
taste. In the same passage, however, and despite this praise, AEGR is presented as a 
work of extraordinary speculation and disordered imagination. Millin’s preference for 
the textual exegesis over a more visual approach to the study of ancient art is vividly 
shown in his criticism of the beauty of Hamilton’s volumes as something that distracts 
the reader’s attention. He is also critical of the board decoration, which does not only 
belong to the vases they surround but has sometimes also been altered.116    
 
It was presumably due to these reasons that the first volume of Millin’s Peintures 
(including 72 engraved plates, 69 of which belong to painted scenes from several 
collections) does not deal with any of the Hamilton vases, although it engages AEGR as 
a resource and reference material in regard to textual exegesis and comments related to 
mythology. A scene from a bell-krater in Millin’s second volume (incl. 78 engravings, 76 
of which belong to painted scenes from several collections), however, is almost identical 
(with a few alterations though) to a vase that seems to have entered the British Museum 
in 1772 with the rest of Hamilton’s vase collection (2.27).117 Notably, this particular 
vase, which depicts Hercules being conducted to Olympus, was not included in 
d’Hancarville’s AEGR. If not drawn from the original, it is probably the case that Millin 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
115  Millin, Peintures, I, xvii–xviii; 
116  Millin, Peintures, I, iv, (note 18). 
117  (BM F64).	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reproduced the scene from Passeri, who had previously published it in 1775.118 In the 
explanatory text, however, Millin states that the vase belongs to the ‘cabinet de la 
Biblioteque Imperiale’119 while Passeri places the bell-krater in the collection of 
Marchese Peraltae.  
 
 
Fig. 2.27 Bell-krater, Millin, Peintures de Vases Antique, (1810), II, pl. XVIII, BRKU 
 
 
 
Only two plates in this volume are taken from AEGR and they both belong to an Attic 
calyx-krater, presumably never in Hamilton’s possession.120 However, we need to pause 
for a moment and discuss the particularities of this interpretation (Fig. 2.28), due to its 
presence in Hamilton’s fourth volume and its reproduction by Millin forty or fifty years 
later. The right side of the scene represents Perseus brandishing the Gorgon’s121 head 
with Athena and King Polydektes. The whole scene is one of the very few vase paintings 
that have been interpreted by the artists working for Hamilton and d’Hancarville in 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
118  Passeri, Picturae Etruscorum, III, 276. 
119  Millin, Peintures, II, 30–31 (note 6). 	  
120  Millin, Peintures, II, pls. 3–4/AEGR, IV, 126, Museo Civico del Castello Ursino, Catania (1677, 
L697). 
121  Female creatures of Greek Mythology with snakes for hair; Medusa, was one of the three sisters killed 
by Perseus.  
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colour (Fig. 2.29).122 Considering this approach ‘unfaithful’, as colour ‘was never found 
on painted vases’ till then, Millin’s interpretation was considerably different from that 
of AEGR.123 The leafless branch on the left is much shorter, and Athena’s garment 
decoration appears to be different in Millin’s work. In the latter’s volume, Perseus, 
whose garment is represented with fewer folds than in AEGR, is holding a much bigger 
reaping hook and his hat is interpreted from a different angle. Additionally, the 
Gorgon’s head appears different with a bigger mouth and eyes and pointed snake-hair, 
while King Polydektes is wearing shoes in contrast with AEGR, where he is depicted 
barefoot. Finally, the male figure on the right has much shorter hair in Millin’s folio-
volume. 
 
Millin’s plates formalized and simplified the method of examining, interpreting and 
reproducing ancient material culture, while at the same time mirroring the dominant 
intellectual trends. Among these trends, the interpretation of figured scenes from well-
known collections – in order to provide a universal explanation for mythological systems 
as well as a framework through which their aesthetic qualities could be explained and 
also interpreted – are the most characteristic. As in the case with the calyx-krater 
discussed above, the examination of the past within the broader cultural framework of 
late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century cultures by different authors and 
antiquaries offers valuable perspectives on the development of interpretative 
methodologies for artefacts of aesthetic value. Furthermore, the analysis and 
reproduction of individual artefacts, based either on their inherent physical attributes or 
the historical value of the vase painting itself, was of fundamental importance for the 
establishment of more systematic approaches to the visual reconstruction of the past and 
the aesthetics of its imagery. In some cases, for instance, rather than considering the 
images on ancient vases as depictions of historical events or myths, the vexed debate 
about their interpretation was balancing on the dialectic between artistic expression, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
122  Due to the large size of the engraving, I discuss here only the right half of it, which is quite 
representative of the differences with Millin’s approach. The other part presents Poseidon with trident 
running to the right between two Gorgons running leftwards. 
123  Millin, Peintures, II, 6 (note 2); see also Peintures, I, iv, (note 18). 
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historical interpretation and anthropological approaches to classical antiquity as in the 
case of Andrea de Jorio’s La Mimica degli Antichi Investigata nel Gestire Napoletano.124  
 
	  
Fig. 2.28 Red-figured Attic calyx-krater, Millin, Peintures de Vases Antiques (1810),  
II, pl. 3, BRKU 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
124  Ancient imagery on ceramics could also be seen through direct interpretation of their painted scenes. 
Canonico Andrea de Jorio’s La Mimica (1832) bounded together the social customs of his days 
(particularly through gestures) with those of ancient Greece and Rome. By analysing two plates featuring 
scenes from ancient vases, for instance, he tried to highlight the connection between ancient and modern 
gesture, and thus, increase interest in antiquity. On the subject, see Haskell, History and its Images, (1993), 
155–158; see also a translation of de Jorio’s work in Adam Kendon, Gesture in Naples and Gesture in 
Classical Antiquity, (2002). 
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Fig. 2.29 Red-figured Attic calyx-krater, AEGR, IV, pl. 126, GRI 
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2. 6. 3 
James Millingen 
 
Among those scholars who offered another valuable insight into the reproduction and 
dissemination of antiquity through print culture was James Millingen (1774–1845); an 
Englishman who had immigrated to Paris in the hope of prospering there. Millingen’s 
acquaintance with antiquity resulted in two massive works entitled Peintures Antiques et 
Inèdites de Vases Grecs (1813) and Ancient Unedited Monuments (1822–1826). Both 
projects show that, 40 years after AEGR had been published, d’Hancarville’s views on 
vases were still generally held in high regard. Millingen wrote in 1817 that the 
introduction of the collection of vases of the Chevalier Hamilton had ‘a great influence 
on public taste in England. The account of it given to Europe by the publication of M. 
d’Hancarville had elsewhere the same happy effect’.125 Due to Millingen’s desire to 
include in his Peintures Antiques unpublished vases only,126 it is not surprising that from 
the total number of 60 plates featuring scenes from ancient vases, only 1 illustration was 
copied directly from AEGR.  
 
This illustration, which was published in d’Hancarville’s fourth volume,127 (that is a 
kalyx-krater taken from the Vatican Museums which was also published by Passeri),128 
was an exception to Millingen’s approach. The main reason for this, as stated in his 
introduction, is his belief that it previously had been published in an inaccurate manner 
making the subjects seem different in comparison with the originals.129 Interestingly, 
Millingen’s critique of Hamilton’s vase collection in print is quite neutral, especially in 
contrast with his comments four years later, as mentioned above. On one hand, he 
states that a collection of painted vases, as seen in Hamilton’s AEGR, can be considered 
as old drawings, which are valuable in the sense that they retain a visual reference for 
ancient art. On the other hand, he generally believed that these imitations were of a 
mediocre execution and not made in a manner corresponding to the masterpieces, 
although there are still some wonderful compositions and patterns to be found there. In 
his short reference to Hamilton’s AEGR, Millingen strongly recommends the study of 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
125  Millingen, Peintures Antiques de Vases Grecs de la Collection de Sir John Coghill Bart, (1817), ii. 
126  Millingen, Peintures, (1813), i. 
127  AEGR, IV, pl. 24.  
128  Museo Gregoriano Etrusco, Vatican (17223, AA3). Passeri, Picturae Etruscorum, (1767), I, pl. 16. 
129  Millingen, Peintures, i, (note 2). 
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these monuments to those who are interested in finding true taste and grace, as well as a 
means to become familiar with the genius of Greek artists.130 The following comparison 
between AEGR’s and Millingen’s approaches to the visual qualities of the same vases 
vividly highlights a previously-unexplored aspect of the extent to which artists were 
willing to alter the aesthetic of imagery from ancient ceramics.  
 
Millingen’s engravings can be seen as characteristic of his simplistic and rather clumsy 
way of interpreting the scenes from the vases. In contrast with the interpretation of the 
same Apulian kalyx-krater in AEGR, which according to d’Hancarville depicted 
Telephus of Mysia, Millingen’s approach appears to be less formally executed (Fig. 2.30); 
as his main goal was not to imitate d’Hancarville’s rich interpretation (Fig. 2.31) but 
rather to elaborate the scene within his own artistic terms. Millingen discusses the scene 
over three pages, arguing that the engraving, in AEGR, which uses various colours, is 
incorrect and thus this composition should be revised.131 Though the positioning of the 
figures is quite similar to the image in AEGR, Millingen’s aesthetic approach results in 
some significant changes. He also uses the text to justify the modifications that he made 
in this plate. For instance, Millingen argues against presenting Telephus with a tiara as 
he is not a King, and thus considers the seated male as Paris and the female next to him, 
who is leaning on a column or pillar, as Venus. The column itself is not represented 
here as a solid undecorated structure as in AEGR but rather with a striped and dotted 
pattern. 
 
On the left side of this scene there is a male figure with horns on the forehead, which, 
according to Millingen, represents the god Pan. The latter is accompanied by a fawn, 
which seems to be quite attentive to his voice. In Millingen, the figure of Pan is dressed 
quite differently, as in the design of the mantle hanging from his left arm.  Moreover, 
Millingen believed that the seated woman in the background, who is facing a winged 
figure (possibly Eros) might be either Oenone, the first wife of Paris, or Helene and 
thus, he goes further in order to justify his theory.132 Millingen’s representation also 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
130  Millingen, Peintures, 13. 
131  Millingen, Peintures, 64. 
132  Millingen, Peintures, 65–66; the author here mentions that he cannot guarantee this explanation 
although it is still seems the most reliable to the present.  
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differs from that of the AEGR in that he depicts a fawn instead of a doe, omits the 
rectangular structure supporting Paris, and adds an elaborate representation of the floral 
patterns around the scene. As he noted a decade later, these differences constituted a 
discourse on the ‘usefulness of the study of Fictile Vases’ that have been exposed here at 
a considerable length the advantages to be derived from such a classification of material 
witnesses of ancient vase painting.133  
 
 
Fig. 2.30 Apulian kalyx- krater, Millingen, Peintures, (1813), pl. 43, BRKU 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
133  Millingen, Unedited Monuments, (1822), I, i.	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Fig. 2.31 Apulian kalyx krater, d’Hancarville, AEGR, IV, pl. 24, GRI 
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Millingen’s Ancient Unedited Monuments was published in two volumes, the second of 
which (1826) was dedicated to statues, busts and bas-reliefs; it therefore lies beyond the 
scope of this thesis. The first volume (1822) focused on painted Greek vases and was 
dedicated to Sir William R. Hamilton (1777–1859). Hamilton was the author of 
Aegyptiaca, antiquary, and attaché to Lord Elgin's embassy in Constantinople (1799) 
until he became private secretary a few years later (1802).134 Millingen states that during 
the ten years after his first acquaintance with ancient vases, the numerous discoveries 
that ‘have taken place in Italy and Greece … Fictile vases are of all … the most important 
to the advancement of Archaeology’.135 This belief is closely connected with the 
‘essential qualities of art’ that are displayed upon these objects, whose composition he 
describes as ‘always happy and elegant’. Notably, Millingen states that these deficient 
and for the most part carelessly executed designs are not the result of the work of great 
artists. However, he still believes that ‘they exhibit a spirit and freedom denoting 
considerable talent … and always have a certain grandeur … inseparable from ancient 
productions, even of the lowest order.’136  
 
Millingen’s volume consists of forty plates accompanied by explanatory text, covering 
thirty vases from various private and royal collections.137 The variety of resources used, 
in contrast with the total number of the published scenes, is characteristic of his desire 
to illustrate ‘the history of the Fine Arts … enabling us to trace their progress through 
the different stages, from the feebleness of infancy to the decrepitude of age.’ 
Interestingly, most of the chosen painted scenes bear an inscription, which presents 
another essential advantage as it ‘makes us acquainted with the principles which 
directed artists in their compositions, and with the symbolical language of antiquity they 
facilitate ... the explanation of other compositions, which … would have remained 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
134  The dedication plate after the title page reads as follows: ‘To William Hamilton, Esq., author of 
Aegyptiaca, so eminently distinguished by his constant endeavours to promote in Great Britain, the 
literature and the fine arts, to which ancient Greece is indebted for its chief and lasting Glory. As a 
tribute of gratitude, and a memorial of the sincerest regard and friendship, the volume is inscribed’. 
135  Millingen, Unedited Monuments, I, i. Notably, this is one of the earliest examples of using the term 
‘Archaeology’ in the context of publishing and studying ancient vases.  
136  Millingen, Unedited Monuments, I, ii.	  
137  These include: J. J. Middleton, Esq. of South Carolina; Chevalier Carelli (Naples); M. Panetieri 
(Girgenti, Sicily); M. Durand (Paris); The Louvre Museum (Paris); J. Millingen (London); Thomas Hope 
(formerly Sir W. Hamilton, London); Mrs C. Edwards (Harrow); Royal Collection of the Studii (Naples); 
Chevalier Bartholdy (Rome); Museo Pio Clementino (Rome); Sandford Graham, Esq. MP; Vatican 
Library (Rome); Cabinet of Antiquities (formerly Count Lamberg, Vienna). 
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uncertain.’138 It is also interesting to note here that since AEGR and Passeri’s Picturae 
Etruscorum, art publications and vase scholarship were restricted in the use of colour-
engravings due to its high cost. However, the illustrated vase paintings in Millingen’s 
Unedited Monuments – taken either from a red- or a black-figured vase – are all covered in 
rich colour.  
 
Before explaining the plates, Millingen comments on the role of these objects and the 
subjects represented on them. Due to the great number of Dionysiac subjects on them, 
he directs readers’ attention to the mystic ceremonies of Bacchus and Ceres. However, 
he was quite certain that this connection was totally unsupported, and therefore justifies 
his opinion in more detail. With respect to the objects themselves, he emphasizes the 
simplicity of their purpose and role, as they ‘are no others than the common pottery 
intended for the various purposes of ordinary life, and for ornament’, while the choice 
of the subjects on their surface seems to have been made according only to the ‘fancy of 
the artist’.139 Millingen conscientiously researching for truth, confesses his inability to 
offer any explanation of the various subjects, and therefore proposes his sentiments 
‘with proportionate degrees of doubt and reserve’.140 Considering this, Millingen’s 
emphasis on vases that had not been known previously stands out as an example since 
he aimed to communicate a new perspective in regard to vase scholarship. 
 
Among his unpublished vases, however, we find three plates related to two vases from 
Hamilton’s collection. Only one of these had been published in the second volume of 
AEGR.141 This belongs to an Attic red-figured column-krater taken from ‘a vase in the 
British Museum … [which] formerly belonged to Sir William Hamilton … engraved in 
the collection of his vases published by d’Hancarville.’142 The other two seem to have 
been taken from an Attic black-figured lekythos now held at the British Museum,143 
although Millingen reports this to be part of Hamilton’s collection and not already at 
the British Museum (Figs. 2.32 & 2.33). It is strange, however, that Millingen 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
138  Millingen, Unedited Monuments, I, iii.  
139  Millingen, Unedited Monuments, I, iv–vi. 
140  Millingen, Unedited Monuments, I, vii. 
141  AEGR, II, pl. 126. 
142  Millingen, Unedited Monuments, I, 35. 
143  BM B567. 
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mentioned the British Museum only once, since both objects were acquired long before 
the date of his publication. We have to assume here that in the first case, where he 
states both AEGR and the British Museum, Millingen knew that the column-krater had 
already been published by d’Hancarville and thus, had entered the British institution 
with the rest of Hamilton’s collection. In contrast, the lekythos had not been published 
by d’Hancarville and he could not be sure whether or not it was held there unless he 
had seen the real object and also know its provenance. Hence, as he does not mention 
the British Museum here as the source, and there is no sign of this object in AEGR, it is 
strange that he only refers to ‘William Hamilton, Esq., His Britannic Majesty’s minister 
plenipotentiary at Naples’.144 More interestingly, when Dubois-Maisonneuve included 
the same scene in his Introduction l’Étude des Vases Antiques (1818, pl. 87), he did not 
state the provenance of the vase.145  	   	  
 
Fig. 2.32 Black-Figured Attic 
lekythos, Millingen,  
Unedited Monuments,  
(1822), I, pl. 5, BRKU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
144  Unedited Monuments, I, 11. 
145  He refers instead to its reproduction a plate in Millingen’s Unedited Monuments; Dubois-Maisonneuve, 
Introduction l’Étude, (1817), 43 (note 6). 	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Fig. 2.33 Black-Figured Attic lekythos, Millingen, Unedited Monuments, (1822), I, pl. 4, BRKU 
 
 
 
The painted scene featured on plate 14 (Fig. 2.34) depicts the death of Procris, the 
daughter of the Athenian king Erechtheus. The scene on the vase seems to be more 
elaborately executed than the two plates discussed previously. Although Millingen had 
access to both the original object and its interpretation in AEGR, we can only assume 
that the plate was copied from the former. At first glance, the whole scene in Millingen’s 
work is interpreted quite roughly and with fewer details than the AEGR. More 
particularly, an elaborate version of Procris’ short chiton, her thicker and bare left calf, 
and the harsh way of pulling out the spear beside her right (though unidentifiable) 
breast, are all characteristic inconsistencies of Millingen’s scene when comparing with 
AEGR (Fig. 2.35). In contrast, the former’s interpretation seems much closer to the 
original object, from which Millingen must have copied the scene. The same can be said 
for the two remaining male figures, Kephalos and Erechtheus, who are standing on 
either side of Procris. In the first case, for instance, Kephalos holds his hound by a cord 
attached to its neck, a detail which was not featured in AEGR’s interpretation. Instead, 
it can be barely seen on the painted surface of the column-krater at the British Museum 
(Fig. 2.36). 	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Fig. 2.34 Red-figured attic column-krater, Millingen, Unedited Monuments, (1822),  
I, pl. 14, BRKU 
 	  	  
	  
Fig. 2.35 Red-figured attic column-krater, AEGR, II, pl. 126, GRI 	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Fig. 2.36 Red-figured 
Attic column-krater, 
c. 460–430 BC,  
(38.1 cm),  
[BM E477],  
BM, London. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
 
 
 
 
In attempting to throw light on the symbolic language of antiquity, Millingen followed 
an aesthetic direction which was not significantly different from his predecessors. In 
common with previous attempts, he attached the visual qualities of ancient ceramics to 
classical texts as primary textual evidence for the development of his theories. However, 
in discussing painted scenes that had not been as popular with previous scholars, as in 
the case of the column-krater mentioned above, he aimed to present a subject that 
appeared for the first time on works of art and which could ‘afford to various points to 
archaeology’.146 Indeed, the same scene might have been included in some of the very 
limited publications which appeared before Millingen’s volumes, but it has not been 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
146  Millingen, Unedited Monuments, I, 39. 
	   101	  
explained as such.147 This gives his work much credit both for originality and creativity 
as well as for accurate description of his subject matter with parallel use of text and 
images as the main resources. Nevertheless, especially in the above case, despite his 
attempt to investigate shifts in style and representation, he does not draw any 
comparisons between his and AEGR’s aesthetics of interpretation. In more strictly 
cultural terms, Millingen’s dedicated and comprehensive approach to ancient vases 
offered a decisive impulse in the expanded field of vase scholarship, and also a more 
detailed and contextualized access to some of the Hamilton vases. It is probably not of 
mere coincidence that a year after Millingen’s Peintures Antiques was published in 1813, 
ancient vases formed an important part of a massive collection of antique objects put 
together by Henry Moses. 	  
2. 6. 4 
Henry Moses 
 
Henry Moses (d. 1870) was a printmaker whose adherence to the neoclassical style was 
evident in his strong interest in the classical genre of design.148 For him, the study of the 
works of the ancients was ‘essential to the establishment of good taste and correct 
judgment’ as it ‘laid the foundation of those excellences which have given celebrity to all 
the distinguished artists of modern times’. Since ‘many of the most admirable 
productions of antiquity are inaccessible … and correct representations of them are only 
preserved in volumes of enormous or great scarcity’, his intentions were to ‘perform an 
acceptable service to the lovers and professors of the Arts … and to engage in a manner 
the least expensive’.149 In this regard, Moses published his Collection of Antique Vases, 
Altars, Paterae, Tripods, Candelabra and Sarcophagi, using objects from various collections 
including his own and various others.150 Moses’ work was published in London in 1814 
and, as the title indicates, contained 170 engraved plates from ancient artefacts 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
147  Henry Moses also published the same scene in his Collection of Antique Vases, (1814), pl. 18, although 
without explicit reference or explanation. Interestingly, the same scene from the AEGR has also been 
mentioned by Ennio Quirino Visconti, Il Museo Pio-Clementino, (1788), IV, 83 (note a). 
148  In the early stages of his career Moses worked for celebrated patrons such as James Barry and 
Benjamin West; ODNB (Moses, Henry); see also Redgrave, A Dictionary of Artists of the English School … 
with Notices of their Lives and Work, (1970). 
149  Moses, Collection of Antique Vases, iii–iv.  
150  These belonged to: Roccheggiani’s publication of the Antichi Monumenti (1804); the Marquis of 
Buckingham; George Cooke; Thomas Hope; C. H. Tatham; Millin’s Galerie Mythologique; Sir J. Soane; the 
Musée Napoleon; G. B. Piranesi; the Duke of Bedford; Bartolomeo Cavaceppi; and the Earl of Warwick. 
	   102	  
including fifty vases, fourteen of which (featured on thirteen different plates) belonged 
to Hamilton’s first collection. The public success that only a few productions of this 
kind had attracted (Moses mentions, for instance, ‘the Vases from the Hamilton 
Collection, drawn and engraved by that ingenious artist, the late Mr. Kirk’), prompted 
him to consider the objects as the selected products ‘of aesthetic collections, both public 
and private’, to which he could gain access.151  
 
Moses, who was one of the engravers attached to the British Museum,152 probably 
reproduced most of Hamilton’s vases not from the AEGR but instead from the real 
objects displayed there. However, three objects must have been reproduced straight 
from AEGR.153 In the first case (Fig. 2.37), Moses captioned the two vases (oinochoe and 
kantharos) as items from Hamilton’s collection and not as objects from the British 
Museum. Secondly, his interpretation has significant similarities with the ones featured 
in AEGR, where, notably, both vases were interpreted in their complete form and shape. 
Finally, the bell-krater on plate 15 did not actually belong to Hamilton, but only just 
appeared in AEGR. Considering this, we can assume that since the real object was not 
held at the British Museum at that time, Moses chose to use Hamilton’s collection as his 
source. However, why he chose to differentiate the title of the image in the first instance 
is difficult to ascertain; or, even if he drew the two vases from the original, why did he 
choose not to acknowledge that underneath the object? By contrast with AEGR – in 
which a painted scene was only occasionally engraved straight upon a three-dimensional 
image – most of Moses’ plates were three-dimensional reproductions of the original 
objects (looking almost architectural in profile) including either the painted scene itself, 
or an image of the vase with the unfolded scene next to it – also with the addition of a 
reddish impression of red-figured paint. Interestingly, and in contrast with previous 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
151  Moses, Collection of Antique Vases, iv. 
152  The first was a work entitled Select Greek and Roman Antiquities (1817) that reproduced pieces from the 
collections at the British Museum.  
153  The three objects include an Apulian oinochoe, pl. 11/AEGR, II, pl. 23 (BM F379); an Apulian 
kantharos (featured in the same plate as the oinochoe), pl. II/AEGR, II, pl. 39 (BM F593); and a bell-
krater, pl. 15/AEGR, III, pl. 62 (Stockholm, National Museum). The remaining eleven plates are of a 
Corinthian column-krater (The Hunt Krater), pl. 6/(BM B37); an Apulian situla, pl. 9/(BM B307); an 
Campanian hydria, pl. 10/(BM B211); an Attic bell-krater, pl. 13/(BM F74); an Attic bell-krater, pl. 
14/(BM F69); two column-kraters (an Apulian and an Attic), pl. 17/(BM F301) and pl. 18/(BM E477); an 
Attic calyx-krater, pl. 20/(BM E460); an Attic hydria, pl. 21/(BM E225); two Apulian volute-kraters, pl. 
25/(BM F282); and ‘The Hamilton Vase’, pl. 27/(BM F284). 
	   103	  
similar projects, although he uses a darkish shade to interpret the black-figured surface 
(as in the case of Hamilton’s Chalkidian neck-amphora in plate 4 and the ‘Hunt Krater’ 
in plate 6), he is not using the same reddish shade in all red-figured vases but rather in 
only six selected plates. In both cases, however, his careful manner of etching outlines, 
free from shading or modelling, was well suited to the visual aesthetics of the period and 
constitute a unique approach with respect to artistic attitudes towards depictions of 
classical antiquities.  
 
 
            
Fig. 2.37 Apulian (Greek) 
oinochoe and kantharos, 
Moses, A Collection of 
Antique Vases,  
(1814), pl. 11, BRKU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As figure 2.37 shows, 
Moses does not reject 
AEGR’s three-dimensional 
view of both objects 
completely (Fig. 2.38), 
and presents them from 
an almost straightforward 
angle, with the painted 
scenes interpreted quite 
accurately in outline style. Likewise, in the case of the bell-krater (Fig. 2.39), the 
reproduction of the scene depicting Thetis and Nereids riding on sea monsters and 
carrying Achilles’ armour is quite accurate and follows the exact positioning of the 
figures and patterns on the original vase. It seems that Moses must have seen the 
original, otherwise he could not have known how to adjust the scene that appears in 
AEGR. However, a closer look at the shield of Achilles held by Thetis reveals that the 
wave-pattern border that Moses chose comes from the interpretation of the scene in 
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d’Hancarville’s third volume (Fig. 2.40), and not the original object (see Fig. 2.41). This 
probably means that Moses had the AEGR to hand for consultation, and in some cases, 
he seems to follow a more personal aesthetic choice in the process of copying. Yet, a 
Campanian hydria depicting Dioscuri and Heracles in plate 10 clearly shows that 
Moses’ aim was not simply to copy AEGR in the manner that many had followed before 
him.  In this case, the preference for copying details that exist only in the original vase 
and not in AEGR (e.g. the egg-moulding pattern around the lip of the vase, the meander 
and crosses below the design, or the depiction of the female figure on the right with a 
taenia in her right hand) with some degree of accuracy is quite characteristic.  
 
 
 
Fig. 2.38 Apulian oinochoe,  
AEGR, II, pl. 23, GRI  
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Fig. 2.39 Attic red-figured bell-krater, Moses, A Collection of Antique Vases, (1814), pl. 15, GRI  	  
 
 
Fig. 2.40 Attic red-figured bell-krater, AEGR, III, pl. 118 (detail), GRI 
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Fig. 2.41 Attic red-figured bell-krater, c. 350 BC, (45 cm), [BM F69], BM, London. 
 
  
 
The way in which Moses uses text to introduce the reader to antique vases, however, is 
also not very different when compared to his predecessors. He insists on the potential of 
vases to throw ‘much light on the mythology, the history, the moments and customs of 
the ancients’ as ‘few remains of antiquity have excited more interest than vases’.154 In his 
introduction to the plates, he discusses ancient pottery from a more (art) historical 
perspective; he quotes d’Hancarville’s theory about the mode in which the vases were 
coloured and the figures drawn as the most likely to be true. Following Winckelmann, 
Millin and Böttinger’s belief that Etruria only had a limited claim to the honour of their 
production, he justifies this belief on the basis: of the subjects of the painted scenes on 
the vases, which were taken from ‘the real history of Greece’; the manners they 
illustrate, which are ‘with little exception, Grecian’; and the inscriptions which are in 
ancient Greek characters.155 Regarding the themes present in the scenes, he 
acknowledges that ‘whatever these subjects may be, they were for the most part selected 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
154  Moses, Collection of Antique Vases, 1. 
155  Moses, Collection of Antique Vases, 2–4.  
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with reference to the purpose for which the vase was designed.’156 However, the plates 
themselves do not indicate any such purpose, and appear unexplained and unrelated to 
the text.  
 
Ancient imagery serves here as a figurative and aesthetic element in order to visually 
support his text on the history of these objects. According to Moses, any attempt to 
explain the various purposes for which vases were used or to ascertain the particular uses 
of those that had survived into the eighteenth century would be in vain. Yet, these 
considerations do not seem to have been made with attention to particular objects. The 
only object he specifies is the celebrated Portland vase, originally in Hamilton’s 
possession but later sold to the Duchess of Portland.  
 
2. 6. 5 
M. Dubois-Maisonneuve  
 
Another typical album of this period, which featured vases from Hamilton’s collection, 
is Dubois-Maisonneuve’s Introduction l’Étude des Vases Antiques d’Argile Peints Vulgairement 
Appelès Étrusques. This was published in Paris in 1817 and contained 97 engravings in 
101 plates, of which over 60 were of complete engraved vases with their scenes. A 
further three were drawings outlining several types of vases, and the rest were plates with 
engravings of the painted scenes without any reference to the objects’ type and form. 
These are taken from several collections including those of the duchess of Weimar, The 
Vatican Museums, Count Lamberg, Thomas Hope, M. le duc de Blagas, M. Cousineri, 
Edmé-Antoine Durand, the Royal Museum of Naples, and the Museo Pio Clementino. 
Presumably due to his acquaintance with ancient vases, gained while working as a 
publisher of Millin’s Peintures de Vases Antiques (1808–1810), Dubois-Maisonneuve 
occasionally uses Millin’s previous vase publications as his main visual source where 
there is no reference to a particular collection.  
 
Although vases from Hamilton’s first collection do not have a prominent place in this 
book, we encounter nine of them in nine different plates (all featured in AEGR), eight 
of which were part of his own collection (see below, note 157). Dubois-Maisonneuve 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
156  Moses, Collection of Antique Vases, 7.  	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focuses on the presence of these nine vases in AEGR, assuming that they were also part 
of Hamilton’s collection. However, given the fact that not only vases from Hamilton’s 
collection are featured in AEGR, this is not necessarily the case. For instance, when 
explaining the black-figured hydria on plate 8, the author does not mention that it did 
not belong to Hamilton’s original collection, although he could not have been aware of 
this if his source material was only d’Hancarville’s volumes and not the real objects. 
Nevertheless, although all of the nine vases are featured in AEGR, this is the only 
reference to Hamilton that Dubois-Maisonneuve gives here.157  
 
One of these vases, a black-figured neck-amphora, depicted a bearded seated male 
driving a chariot drawn by two mules, followed by another male holding a spear (Fig. 
2.42). What is of interest here is that, despite d’Hancarville’s detailed interpretation of 
the scene and the complex but improbable textual exegesis in the second and third 
volumes of AEGR as well as the manuscript catalogue of 1778,158 the painted scene does 
not merit more than four lines of commentary in Dubois’s work.  Instead, the latter 
seems mostly interested in a simple interpretation of the front scene of the vase in a 
three-dimensional representation of its shape and form. It seems also that there is no 
iconographical connection between the three vases on this plate, and there is nothing to 
indicate a relationship in Dubois-Maisonneuve’s very short explanation. Unlike previous 
vase scholarship, his only concern is to consider the paintings of the vases and to 
convince his reader that these monuments are ‘of the highest quality’.159 The shape of 
the chariot and the costumes of the figures support this assertion. Interestingly, the 
author points out that the subject of the scene is ‘unknown’ to him, although 
d’Hancarville had already suggested an interpretation of the principal side of the vase in 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
157  These include: a Chalcidian neck–amphora, pl. ii, no. 3 (only shape and obverse)/AEGR, I, pls. 91–94 
(BM B17); an Attic hydria (The Meidias Hydria), pl. iii, (only painted scene)/AEGR, I, pl. 130 (BM E224); 
an Apulian (Greek) pelike, pl. vii, no. 4 (only shape and obverse)/AEGR, I, pl. 72 (BM F314); an Attic 
black-figured hydria, pl. viii, no. 1 (only shape and obverse)/AEGR, II, pl. 84 (and not 85 as it is wrongly 
suggested by Dubois, p. 7, note 4) (Florence, Museo Archeologico 3866); an Attic white-ground lekythos, 
pl. xviii, (only painted scene)/AEGR, IV, pl. 92 (and not 72 as it is wrongly suggested by Dubois, p. 12, 
note 4) (BM D22/D27); a Corinthian column-krater (‘The Hunt krater’), pl. xxvii (only the painted 
scene)/AEGR, I, pl. 25 (BM B37); an Apulian kantharos, pl. xxxi (only shape and obverse)/AEGR, II, pl. 
39 (BM F593); an Apulian (Greek) Situla, pl. xxxvii, no. 3/AEGR, II, pls. 49–51 (BM F307); an black-
figured attic lekythos, pl. lxxxvii /(BM  567). 
158  See AEGR, I, pls. 91–4; II, 120, 165; III, 156–157, 202–3; d’Hancarville, MS Catalogue, 608–610.    
159  Dubois-Maisonneuve, Introduction l’Étude des Vases, 3.  
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AEGR‘s third volume.160 I assume that Dubois-Maisonneuve did not agree with 
d’Hancarville’s suggestion that Laius, king of Thebes, is depicted on the vase. This is 
supported by the fact that Dubois-Maisonneuve chose to admit that he was not aware of 
this subject, while in the previous case of the black-figured hydria (plate 8), he refers to 
d’Hancarville’s interpretation in AEGR.161 
 
 
Fig. 2.42 Black-figured Chalkidian neck-amphora, (bottom right, no. 3), Dubois-Maisonneuve, 
Introduction l’Étude, (1817), pl. ii, BRKU 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
160  AEGR, III, 156–157, 202–203. 
161  Dubois-Maisonneuve, Introduction l’Étude des Vases, 6–7.  	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Fig. 2.43 Black-figured Chalkidian neck-amphora, d’Hancarville, AEGR, I, pl. 94, GRI 
 
 
 
This inconsistency in the connection between images and text as well as references to 
source materials goes some way toward revealing the complicated nature of the copying 
process. In the case of the above neck-amphora, for instance, it is quite clear that 
Dubois-Maisonneuve follows his own aesthetics of representation. A close examination 
of the scene shows that although the interpretation of the content remains the same, he 
only presents the charioteer and one of the two beardless male figures standing to the 
right; the one to the right looking back at the chariot, which is shown both in AEGR 
(Fig. 2.43) and the original obverse front side between the two handles, is missing. 
Dubois-Maisonneuve’s choice of another subject is of considerable interest here. On the 
upper half of plate 18 (Fig. 2.44) he presents two subjects taken from two different 
white-glazed lekythos (Figs. 2.45 & 2.46). The choice of these ‘unpopular’ (in terms of 
appearance) and rare (in terms of shape and form) examples of ancient ceramics in 
previous scholarship can only be justified in his explanation of the scene. He is quite 
pleased to remark that the outline of the figures is reminiscent of great antiquity, ‘an 
imitation of the old style’. This, together with the absence of a background of a different 
colour, as found in every other red- or black-figured vase and the elegance of the 
drawing of the woman on the left (he names her Bacchante), must have been the main 
reasons for this choice. The images represented in this plate also indicate that it was the 
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fourth volume of AEGR, rather than the original objects, which was the source of his 
idea of presenting them together. 
 
	  
  Fig. 2.44 Attic white glazed lekythos, Dubois, Introduction l’Étude, (1817),  
pl. xviii, BRKU 
 
 
 
Fig. 2.45 Attic white-glazed lekythos,  
480–440BC,  
(25.4 cm), [D22], TBM, London 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 2.46 Attic white-glazed lekythos, 
470–460BC, (19.4 cm), [D27],  
TBM, London 
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Because of its inconsistent style of presenting ancient imagery, the lack of detailed and 
lengthy explanations of the plates, and various discrepancies, the Introduction l’Étude des 
Vases Antiques should not be considered a comprehensive account of paintings, forms 
and shapes of ancient vases. Nor were the new ideas about the relationship between text 
and image engaged successfully; and it seems that it was not the author’s intention to do 
so either. It was a rather static repetition of previously published material. A symbolic or 
critical view of ancient ceramics was replaced by hesitation and some reluctance to 
engage in a discourse between the objects and what they represent, albeit with a few 
exceptions. In other words, since the text itself does not support the images, the latter 
appear without the potential to signify anything in particular or to contribute to the 
overall message that the author desires to communicate. In Dubois-Maisonneuve’s work, 
this message simply does not exist. 
 
However, the pictorial appropriation of the vases represented here is a credit to the 
author’s own determination to publish the vases in colour. This is presumably due to 
the influence of previous projects, which seem to have triggered Dubois’ desire for such 
an approach to figured vases, of which the above examples are the most characteristic. 
Additionally, in the last plate of his book, Dubois included a detailed two-dimensional 
stratigraphical drawing of an archaeological section near Nola, indicating with capital 
letters that the various layers represent different phases of occupation and volcanic 
destruction.162 By giving an appropriate point of departure for the biography of the 
objects that he chose to represent, he recontextualized their historical identity by setting 
them back in the context of their burial and later discovery. This act unifies the subject 
of his work with what had been already perceived and understood through different 
epochs, in the sense that the entire reception of antique vases was affected and 
facilitated both by their contemporary cultural status and also by perceptions of their 
true origin, historical context and function. 
 
 
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
162  Dubois-Maisonneuve, Introduction l’Étude des Vases, pl. ci. The illustration appears also in Vases and 
Volcanoes, 55.	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2. 6. 6 
Jean-Baptiste Séroux d’Agincourt  
 
The contextualization of material culture, not in terms of its iconographic principles but 
through the understanding of the styles of various epochs, was also central to the French 
art historian and collector, Jean-Baptiste Séroux d’Agincourt (1730–1814).163 His most 
important work, entitled Histoire de l’Art par les Monuments, depuis sa Décadence au IVeme 
Siècle jusqu’a son Renouvellement au XVIeme, was published in Paris in six folio-volumes 
between 1811 and 1823. Intended to discover the earliest traces of ‘decadence’ in the 
Late Antique and to complement Winckelmann’s magnificent Geschichte der Kunst des 
Altertums, the author principally focuses on the art of the High and late Middle Ages, a 
much neglected area of study by then due to the high regard for Classical antiquity and 
the High Renaissance as models of aesthetic perfection. In the first engraved illustration 
of his fifth volume, however, Séroux features five small images taken from five different 
vases that had been published already in AEGR.164 Two of them belonged to Hamilton’s 
own collection. To show more clearly what was the condition of painting during the 
centuries of ‘decadence’, he employs images directly associated with ancient art. These 
should be sufficient, he states in the explanatory text of the second volume, ‘to 
appreciate the merit of the ancient schools and justify the praise they have received’.165 
Interestingly, Séroux’s aesthetic judgment of the vase paintings and ‘their graceful 
design’ strives to elucidate these images as something that cannot be explained. In the 
case of an image of a dancing female figure, taken from a Campanian lebes-gamikos 
once belonging to Hamilton (AEGR, I, pl. 117), Séroux himself is questioning what the 
white-painted column next to the dancer means. His lack of awareness, however, is 
cleverly balanced with his belief that it is the softness of the movements that produces 
such vague ideas in the soul. The movements, as the author remarked, are so beautiful 
that you do not try to correct them.166 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
163  Associated with famous personalities of his time, such as Denis Diderot, George-Louis Leclerc, 
François Boucher, Horace Walpole, Jean-Honoré Fragonard and Caylus, d’Agincourt became acquainted 
with antique art and travelled through Italy between 1778 and 1781; see OAO (Séroux d’Agincourt, Jean-
Baptiste). 
164  Pl. 1 (Fig. 1)/AEGR, I, pl. 71 (BM E433); pl. 1 (Fig. 2)/AEGR, II, pl. 37 (left half only), (Bologna, 
Museo Nazionale PU 286); pl. 1 (Fig. 3)/AEGR, I, pl. 56 (Stockholm, Nationalmuseum, 2); pl. 1 (Fig. 
4)/AEGR, IV, pl. 81 (unidentified vase); pl. 1 (Fig. 5)/AEGR, I, pl. 117 (BM F205). 
165  Séroux d’Agincourt, Histoire de l’Art, II, 10. 
166  Séroux d’Agincourt, Histoire de l’Art, II, 12. 
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2. 6. 7 
James Christie 
 
During the first quarter of the nineteenth century, a particular antiquarian and active 
auctioneer was in the spotlight of research and scholarship. James Christie (1773–1831), 
who was elected to the Athenaeum (1826) and to the Society of Dilettanti (1824), was 
an expert in ancient art.167 His Disquisitions upon the Painted Greek vases, and their Probable 
Connection with the Shows of the Eleusinian and other Mysteries, originally intended for 
private circulation among all those who were interested in the relationship between 
Greek mythology and art, was first published anonymously in 1806 in 100 copies. A 
second revised and expanded edition was published in London in 1825. Based upon the 
connection between the figures of the painted scenes on the vases and the Eleusinian 
and other mysteries, Christie proposed evidence linking vase shapes and iconography to 
Greek mystery cults, about which little was known.168 In other words, he attempted to 
prove that the paintings were copied from transparencies,169 together with a useful 
scheme of classification for the vases.170 It was Henry Moses who noted that ‘the study of 
the ancients is essential to the establishment of good taste and correct judgement … few 
remains of antiquity have excited more interest than vases ... by attentively studying the 
stories they record, the scholar has been enabled to throw much light upon the 
mythology, the history, the manners and customs of the ancients…’171 In the same 
passage, he drew attention to Christie’s ‘scarce and valuable work’ on the subject.  
 
According to Christie, the subject of the Eleusinian and other mysteries of antiquity has 
engaged the attention only ‘of the curious and speculative of the philosopher…’. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
167  It was during his directorship that the premier auction house dominated the London fine art 
auctioneering scene. In the Gentleman's Magazine we read that it was James Christie the Younger who  
‘raised the business … to the dignity of a profession’; Gentleman’s Magazine, 101/1, 1831, 471–472. 
168  One of Christie’s similar literary efforts was a short essay on the Worship of the Elements, published in 
London in 1814. 
169  In the fifth chapter of his work, Christie explains that the subjects of the Pagan festivals, which were 
celebrated by illuminations on vase paintings, ‘may be readily supposed to have consisted, either of a dark 
superficies, in which transparent figured were placed, and hence those vases with red figures upon a black 
ground, or of opaque figures moved behind a transparent canvas, and hence those earlier vases with black 
figures upon a red ground.’ He also observes certain parts of a painting in AEGR as ‘candescent, like a 
firework, or an electric spark.’ Christie, Disquisitions, (1825), 37. 
170 An additional feature in Christie’s work (as an appendix) is also a systematic classification of Vases, 
which, according to his publisher, ‘may be found useful to those who regard these vessels merely for the 
beauty of their forms, and to others, who may have occasion to describe them in large collections’; 
Christie, Disquisitions, x, 119–146.	  
171  Moses, A Collection of Antique Vases, iii–iv. 
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However, Christie’s approach to vase scholarship as well as to the role of ancient 
material culture is rather unique and therefore, we must pause for a moment to 
examine this work in more detail. Christie was one of those learned men who, ‘to an 
intimate acquaintance with classical antiquity, have united a knowledge of the 
languages, manners and religious dogmas and ceremonies of the East’.172 Although, 
according to the anonymous reviewer of this work, ‘the origin and cause of this 
similarity of religion and language, it is difficult, we almost say impossible to trace,’173 
Christie’s mindset contains the notion that religious dogmas of India may have made 
their way to Greece. Thus, while ‘few, since the time of d’Hancarville, have been 
disposed to regard the embellishments of these vases as fair specimens of the art of 
painting among the Greeks’, Christie’s foremost goal was to use the material culture 
available to him as visual evidence to support his opinion.174 ‘It was just at this moment’ 
he wrote in chapter XIII, ‘that I promised to myself and the mystae, my readers, 
admission to the very adyta of Eleusis …’175 Why ancient vases, however, were selected in 
preference to any other vehicle of these mystic paintings, is a question into which 
Christie does not fully enter. Based on the literary influences upon his writing, we have 
to assume that popular and widely circulated works on vase scholarship, such as 
d’Hancarville’s, Passeri’s and Inghirami’s, must have been of great influence. Moreover, 
his acquaintance with Charles Townley led him to devote himself to the study of 
painted Greek vases. 
 
The antiquarian hypothesis that the deceased, with whom the painted vessels were laid 
in southern Italian tombs, had been initiated in the mysteries or that the paintings on 
them represent the shows that were exhibited during initiation, must have had an 
impact on Christie.176 It is in the first chapter of his Disquisitions that he places the 
respected ‘ancient earthen vessels’ within a symbolic contextual value. He refers to ‘this 
class of materials of a more substantial nature’ whose ‘analogies of symbols furnish 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
172  The Monthly Review, (1826), I, 266. 
173  The Monthly Review, (1826), I, 266.	  
174  Disquisitions, iii. 
175  Disquisitions, 89. 
176  Francesco Inghirami’s considerations of the subject could have been of some influence too. In the 
introduction of the Disquisitions we read that Inghirami ‘has gone very much further than the writer 
[Christie] of these disquisitions and has given many luminous expositions that must be deemed, if not 
always, yet most frequently satisfactory and convincing; Christie, Disquisitions, viii. 
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conclusions that, on some occasions, amount almost to certainty’.177 While he remarks 
that ‘the notion of combustion was inconsistent with the doctrines alluded to on the 
painted vases’,178 he supposes, relying on a passage in the tenth Nemean ode by Pindar, 
that these vessels were awarded as prizes to the winners of the τελεταί179 [teletai] of the 
Panathenaean Festival. After quoting Ἐκκλησιάζουσαι 180[Ecclesiazusae] by 
Aristophanes to support his argument, Christie remarks that it was only at Eleusis that 
the secret allusions of vases were explained.181 He goes on to explain not only that the 
scenery of the Eleusinian shows are represented on the paintings on these fictilia, but 
also that the ‘certificate of initiation to them was expressed on these memorials; as in 
the words ΚΑΛΩC or ΚΑΛΟC inscribed in transparent characters on the vases of 
Nola’.182 Regarding the custom of placing a lamp in the tomb near the head of the 
deceased as something that might very well imply the immortality of the soul, he also 
argues that ‘the painting itself was put for the religious opinion of the person, and the 
person was in some degree represented by the vase.’183  
 
In order to better serve this purpose, he selected as his examples a limited number of 
vase paintings, mostly from the collections of Hamilton and Charles Townley. This 
particular choice must have been based in part on his friendship with the latter, but 
largely made due to the ease of studying these items while they were displayed at the 
British Museum. Notably, although the author used several examples of the Hamilton 
vases in his narrative, quoting AEGR as a reference, only sixteen engravings in total 
appeared in the volume, of which only two are taken from vases once part of Hamilton’s 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
177  Disquisitions, 2. 
178  Disquisitions, 3–4. 
179  Greek Festivities. 
180  Written in 390 BC. 
181  According to the reviewer of Christie’s work, this reasoning appears ‘extremely weak and unsounded’ 
as the term τελεταί does not bear any religious signification. ‘Neither are we’, he continues, ‘informed 
whether initiation was a necessary pleliminary to contending in the Panathenaean games, or why the 
prizes should have been vases. To us, it appears, on considering the passage of Pindar, that the prize was 
in reality the sacred oil and not the vessel which contained it.’ The reviewer expresses also his opposition 
to the mysteries communicated by the paintings on the vases as having being those of Bacchic and not of 
Eleusis. He confesses that he cannot see ‘why so many of the inhabitants of Italy should have gone to 
Attica [Athens, Greece] for initiation, when they had mysteries of their own at home.’ The Monthly Review, 
(1826), I, 269–270. 
182  Disquisitions, 6–7. 
183  Disquisitions, 8–9. 
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own collection.184 In the first five chapters, however, Christie does not make any 
systematic use of images from particular vases. Instead, he uses two images from vase 
paintings and one from a marble relief to visualize the opening remarks to three 
different chapters.185 He also distinguishes the devices pictured on the front of the 
Apulian vases as all ‘allusive to day and life’, while those on the reverse to ‘night and 
death’. Additionally, the symbolic role of these objects is particularly enhanced by 
considering the olive wreath, which encompasses the vessel, immediately under the lip, 
as a symbol of spirit. Likewise, all those allegorical scenes ‘of life and action’ were 
supposed to be produced by the operation of spirit upon water, which is represented by 
the Meander, which appears ‘at the bottom of the bowl of these vases’.186  
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.47 Red-figured Paestan bell-
krater, d’Hancarville, AEGR, IV, pl. 
118, GRI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the remaining chapters of 
Christie’s volume, the discussion 
involves images and various 
examples that refer to particular 
scenes from vases that have not 
been visually reproduced. For example, he writes about two plates from AEGR in order 
to show that the character of Pan is attached to the animation of the universe. The first 
is a Campanian neck-amphora, in which Pan ‘crouches under the weight of the sphere’ 
while listening to the instructions of Celmis.187 The second is a Paestan bell-krater (Fig 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
184  These are: an Apulian (Greek) red-figured situla, pl. xiv/AEGR, II, pl. 51 (BM F307); and an Attic red-
figured lekythos, pl. xvi/AEGR, II, pl. 72 (BM E585). Notably, although the subject of Christie’s work is 
painted vases, there are six additional plates being taken from gems; Disquisitions, 50, pls. ii–vii. 
185  Disquisitions, 1, 10, 16. 
186  Disquisitions, 23.	  
187  AEGR, III, 94 (BM F148). This description, however, does not match with what is now believed to be 
Heracles holding up the sky and observed by Hera. 
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3.47) and is taken from the fourth volume of AEGR.188 According to Christie, the left 
figure is Celmis. He is presented with long hair, an ivy-wreath, a bordered himation over 
right leg and left arm holding two eggs as a vivifying gift, standing before Pan, who 
supports the lower portion of a sphere. The latter is wearing a close-fitting garment with 
sleeves and a short chiton with padded stomach and phallus, while dancing with the 
most ridiculous gestures.189  
 
In chapters 8, 9 and 10 he also uses evidence from both of Hamilton’s published 
engravings to enrich his arguments, although without any visual documentation. In 
chapter 8, for instance, Christie applies Plutarch’s πειθοῖ δέ τους πλείστους λόγω µετ᾽ 
ὠδής και µουσικῆς θελγοµένους προσαγάµενον (Iside et Osiride, 356B),190 to a painted 
scene from Tischbein’s first volume (Fig 3.48). More specifically, he argues that the 
expression ‘µετ᾽ ὠδής και µουσικῆς’, can be seen in this plate, which depicts the arrival 
of Diana at Delphos. Here, according to Tischbein’s explanation of the scene, Apollo ‘is 
represented precisely according to the description in this hymn of Apollo ... clothed 
with immortal vestments, perfumed with Ambrosia, having the lyre in one hand and the 
golden spectrum in the other.’191 Likewise, in chapter 9, he refers to a frieze of animals on 
a black-figured Corinthian oinochoe that appeared in the second of d’Hancaarville’s 
work on Hamilton’s vases in order to show the different way the attributes of Bacchus 
are sometimes expressed.192 According to Christie, the ‘contrast of disposition’ of the 
succession of panther, boar, lion, goat, siren, stag and a pair of fighting bulls is ‘allusive 
to the opposite powers of the deity, and the continual warfare in nature, of which 
creation and harmony were the result’, which the pair of fighting bulls presented here 
can confirm.193    
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
188  AEGR, IV, 118 (BM F188).  
189  Christie, Disquisitions, 65–66. It is now believed that this is a comedy scene: the figure on the left is the 
youthful Dionysus holding fruits with his hands raised towards a comic actor with a large nose, pointed 
beard and wrinkled face.  
190  [By persuasion and argument, with every kind of song and music, he soothed the minds of men, and 
brought them over]. The translation is quoted from Christie; Discquisitions, 69. 
191  CEAV, I, 87–88. 
192  AEGR, II, 86 (BM OC397). 
193  Disquisitions, 72–73.	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Fig. 3.48 Tischbein, CEAV, I, pl. 24, BRKU 
 
 
 
Moderating attention to the meaning of symbols and the manner in which they are 
interchanged in order to produce varieties, Christie’s observations with regard to draped 
and naked figures that have been purposely contrasted are also to be considered here. In 
this regard, he makes use of AEGR once more. The ‘striking instance’ that he uses is 
taken again from Hamilton’s Campanian neck-amphora that has already been 
mentioned in Christie’s discussion of Pan (see above, note 183). It is the unexplained 
remaining part of this scene, however, as Christie continues, that ‘also deserves notice’. 
In the same passage, the author points out to the contrast between a naked male 
approaching the tree with three Hesperian apples, which is embraced by two serpents 
and a draped female advancing upon the other side of the tree, upon which no fruit is 
to be seen. Christie establishes his argument on the basis of a visual equivalent inspired 
from this particular scene, so as to demonstrate that ‘the fruitfulness and sterility’ on 
one hand and ‘the draped and unembarrassed states appear to be purposely 
contrasted’.194 Interestingly, Christie could have used several others painted scenes on 
which both naked and draped figures are represented. However, we have to assume that 
the chance to develop and support two different arguments from a single painted scene 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
194  Christie, Disquisitions, 79. 
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better serves his purpose to compile his own narrative of the use of Greek art, into 
which he slotted vase paintings mainly taken from Hamilton’s collections. 
 
Although the account given of the Eleusinian mysteries has been considered ‘meagre’ 
and ‘extremely probable’,195 several other passages are brought forward showing the use 
of illuminations and transparencies in the East. For example, by way of concluding these 
remarks upon circular dotted emblems and luminous spots, Christie implies future 
stages of existence in different planets.196  In his discussion of the meaning of the dotted 
leaf motif, which appears upon vases and the spotted crown or griddle that was 
presented to a seated female, he used a visual interpretation of an Apulian situla that 
belonged to Hamilton (Fig. 3.49). This object was also published by d’Hancarville in the 
second volume of AEGR, who stated that it denotes the ‘re-admission of nature into the 
circle of existence’.197 Although the situla is interpreted by d’Hancarville in three 
different engravings, Christie refers only to plate 51 (AEGR), which must have also been 
his visual source for copying the scene. After explaining the image of the seated female 
upon a terminus beneath the shade of an umbrella, Christie justifies his selection of this 
particular object as an example that ‘will furnish a solution of numerous others that 
might be adduced’.198 In contrast with d’Hancarville’s interpretation, Christie does not 
seem in favour of adding any alterations or personal aesthetic touches to the visual 
qualities of the image. Interestingly, in his attempt to present the scene to his readers 
with ‘an opportunity of turning [it] to a more pleasing subject’, he uses it as a vehicle to 
connect the meaning of the scene with the manners of oriental customs.199 Therefore, 
the choice of this particular scene must have been triggered by his conception that the 
use of an umbrella in the ceremonies from the East may be better understood by a 
reference partly to records of ancient religious scholarship and partly to ancient vases 
themselves. 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
195  The Monthly Review, (1826), I, 271. 
196  Disquisitions, 93–94. Christie was also confident that the window and the ladder on a plate taken from 
Passeri’s first volume (pl. 86) are symbols of metempsychosis, in which the different stages are represented 
by the ladder’s steps while the window ‘denotes perfection of the highest stage of it’; Disquisitions, 102–
103.   
197  Christie, Disquisitions, 91. 
198  Christie, Disquisitions, 91.  
199  Christie, Disquisitions, 91.  
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Fig. 3.49 Christie, 
Disquisitions, (1825), pl. xiv, 
BRKU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Using objects as tangible witnesses of the past, the reader establishes a visual contact 
with it and is able to relive in his imagination exactly what was the author intended to 
describe: a previously unexplored discourse between ancient ceramics and the culture of 
the Near East. A scene from one of the Hamilton vases, which helped Christie trace the 
influence of the mystic theology of the ancients upon their sacred architecture, 
illustrates this (Fig. 3.50). Christie wrote at the beginning of chapter XIV that he 
presents his reader ‘with a plate, which he may have noticed in the work of 
d’Hancarville’ but that ‘the meaning of it has never been explained. The antiquary, 
therefore,’ he explains, ‘who looks with eagerness for unedited works, will probably be 
not less gratified, if I shall succeed in rendering intelligible a moment that is already 
familiar to him’.200 Applying these observations to the ancient temple of Hierapolis in 
Syria and to two phalli, ‘which seemed to be imitated upon a Thespian coin’, Christie 
considers the pillar in the plate as the boundary between motion and rest, ‘the inertness 
of Bacchus and the temporary suspension of his power’. The contrasted figures of a 
‘solstitial’ fountain, the dancing bearded satyr to the left and the ithyphallic terminus to 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
200  Disquisitions, 97. 
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the right, appear, therefore, according to Christie, ‘to the vicissitude of inertness and 
activity’.201 Here, Christie’s discursive system of deconstructing the meaning of ancient 
imagery applies to his immediate purpose of establishing the embellishments on these 
vases as fair specimens of ancient Greek painting. In doing so, his publishing endeavour 
can be seen as a vehicle for those who wish to regard these monuments for their 
aesthetic appeal with respect to cross-boundary cultural discourses, rather than simply 
the beauty of their forms and designs. Notably, in order to witness ceremonies similar to 
the allegories depicted on Greek vases, Christie expresses a desire to extend his view 
beyond the limits imposed by his research so far and rather enter the courts of the 
Birman and other Buddhist kingdoms.  
 
 
 
Fig. 3.50 Christie, Disquisitions, (1825), pl. 
xvi, BRKU 
 
 
 
In a period when an informed 
knowledge of the past was a key 
element of literary culture, Christie’s 
volume was one of the first publishing 
projects which was not based on 
popular shapes or subjects from several national or private collections – in terms of 
appearance – but rather one that chose the exact artworks which could best serve its 
purpose. Thus, in attempting to trace the influence of the mystic theology of the 
ancients upon their sacred architecture, Christie produced some novel observations and 
conjectures, although these were not generally held in high regard and approved. In 
short, his intention was to use a selected range of objects thought to be more 
appropriate for this job instead of interpreting a plethora of primary material from 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
201  Christie remarks that this particular engraving was re-engraved for him by the late Mr. Cardon, senior, 
‘who furnished both the drawings and plates for the work of d’Hancarville’; Disquisitions, 100. 
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collections for its own sake, and therefore to produce a work of an unknown, or at least 
less-researched, approach to scholarship at that time which gave a new train of thought 
to more judicious enquiries. The pioneering step in his research was that he proceeded 
upon the assumption that ancient vases could yield up new truths about the culture of 
the ancients, challenging existing knowledge. Thus, while at ‘the heart of antiquarian 
discipline was the need to compile, compare and contrast’, as Rosemary Sweet 
remarks,202 Christie distinguished himself from those who valued antiquities on the 
basis of their aesthetic and visual qualities. Instead, he contrasted visual culture with any 
information on matters which were well documented in the historical record, but had 
not been previously discussed. Objects from Hamilton’s collection were at the core of 
this process, and the allegorical reference of their painted scenes to the doctrines of the 
mysteries ‘is an opinion that has been very tardily admitted by the learned on the 
continent’.203  
 
2. 6. 8 
Francesco Inghirami 
 
According to Christie, Inghirami was an antiquary ‘of superior intelligence’, whose work 
echoed his own opinion and ‘maintained it with ingenuity and success’. Inghirami went, 
however, very much further than Christie in that he enriched his work with many 
luminous juxtapositions ‘that must be deemed … yet most frequently satisfactory and 
convincing’.204 Inghirami’s Pitture di Vasi Fittili (1833–1837), republished in 1852–1856 
as Pitture di Vasi Etruschi, was one the most significant and best illustrated albums for the 
study of ancient vases after AEGR. Francesco Inghirami (1772–1846) was one of the 
most prominent supporters of the Etruscan theory, even as late as 1850s. His 
acquaintance with ancient ceramics, however, began in 1824 when he published Vasi 
Fittili, in two parts. This remarkable but short-scale work was part of a bigger publishing 
project entitled Monumenti Etruschi o di Etrusco Nome, which was completely drawn, 
engraved, illustrated and published by Inghirami himself. The two volumes, consist of 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
202  Sweet, Antiquaries, 9. 
203  Disquisitions, vii. 
204  Christie, Disquisitions, xii–xiii. 
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seventy plates accompanied by 632 pages of text. Sixteen plates depict 15 vases which 
were in Hamilton’s possession and copied from AEGR.205  
 
 
Fig. 2.51 Black-figured Attic lekythos, 
Inghirami, Vasi Fittili, (1824), II,  
pl. 65, BRKU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Interestingly, the plates as a group do 
not follow a specific pattern of 
interpretation. Rather, Inghirami 
presents them using various aesthetic 
approaches. Although the majority of 
the scenes are in outline style on a 
white background, many of them are 
presented in full colour while others 
include a two-dimensional view of the 
form and shape of the vase in between 
the scenes. In a few instances, however, the vase is interpreted three-dimensionally, 
either standing alone on the page or with an illustration underneath (Fig. 2.51). A 
characteristic example of the alternative perspectives from which Inghirami chose to 
illustrate ancient vases is seen in the case of a Campanian neck-amphora (Fig. 2.52). 
Instead of copying the scene horizontally as in AEGR (Fig. 2.53), he positions Heracles 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
205  These are: an unidentified vase, pl. 6/AEGR, IV, pl, 76; an Attic hydria, pl. 10/AEGR, I, pl, 32; an 
Attic hydria (The Meidias Hydria), pls. 11–12/AEGR, I, pls, 127–130; a red-figured Campanian neck-
amphora, pl. 17/AEGR, III, pl. 94 (BM F148); an Apulian (Greek) pelike, pls. 18–19/AEGR, III, pl. 123 
(Catania, Museo Civico del Castello Ursino, MB4402, L768); an Apulian (Greek) oinochoe, pl. 
20/AEGR, III, pls. 111–113 (BM 1977,0522.35); an Apulian (Greek) kylix, pl. 22/AEGR, IV, pl. 98 (BM 
F454); an Apulian (Greek) kylix, pl. 23/AEGR, IV, pl. 69 (BM F456); a Nolan amphora, pl. 37/AEGR, 
III, pl. 49 (Paris, Louvre, G203); an Apulian (Greek) bell-krater, pl. 44/AEGR, III, pl. 43 (Vatican, Museo 
Gregoriano Etrusco T2, inv. 1941); an Attic ball-krater, pl. 45/AEGR, II, pls. 54–56, AEGR, III, pl. 62 
(Stockholm, Nationlamuseum); a black-figured Corinthian column-krater (The Hunt Krater), pl. 
56/AEGR, I, pl. 24 (BM B37); a black-figured Chalkidian neck-amphora, pl. 57/AEGR, I, pls. 93–94  (BM 
B17); a black-figured Attic lekythos, pl. 65/AEGR, I, pls. 60, 62–63 (BM B573). 
 
	   125	  
supporting the heavens and Hera on the upper half of the plate, while the remainder of 
the scene including the bearded Atlas, the tree in the garden of Hesperides and a 
Hesperid, is shown on the bottom half. Additionally, a two-dimensional short version of 
the shape of an amphora in outline is pictured in between the two scenes, incorporating 
a material dimension to his interpetation. 
 
 
Fig. 2.52 Red-figured Campanian neck-amphora, Inghirami, Vasi Fittili, (1824), I, pl. 17, BRKU 
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Fig. 2.53 Red-figured Campanian neck-amphora, d’Hancarville, AEGR, III, pl. 94, GRI 
 
 
Fig. 2.54 Red-figured Nolan amphora, Inghirami, Vasi Fittili, (1824), I, pl. 37, BRKU 
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Generally, the majority of the illustrations on these sixteen plates are quite accurate – if 
not identical – copies of AEGR’s images. Despite Inghirami’s occasional remarks that it 
was d’Hancarville who has given ‘inaccurate, incomplete and unexplained figures of the 
vases and paintings’,206 as he does in the explanation of plate 37, Inghirami’s 
interpretation of their contents is not very different from AEGR. This criticism of 
d’Hancarville’s pictorial appropriation of ancient ceramics, however, must have forced 
Inghirami to consult previously published interpretations of the Nolan neck-amphora, 
shown here (Fig. 2.54). Although it was a well-known vase and thus there was no need 
for a new impression, he states that it was a necessary exercise in order to discover the 
meaning of similar monuments in other endeavours.207 Interestingly, the amphora 
depicting Athena and Heracles, which had belonged to the collection of the neoclassical 
painter A. R. Mengs (now at the Louvre, G203), was initially shown to the public by 
Winckelmann in his Monumenti Inediti in 1767.208 Winckelmann’s interpretation of the 
vase (Fig. 2.56) seems more likely to be the source for Inghirami’s approach. Indeed, the 
latter chooses not to interpret the scene separately as d’Hancarville did (Fig. 2.55), but 
instead includes a two-dimensional, coloured impression of the vase in the middle of 
the plate, together with the back scene of the vase on the top.  
 
 
 
Fig. 2.55 Red-figured 
Nolan amphora, 
AEGR, III, pl. 49, GRI 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
206  Inghirami, Vasi Fittili, (1824), 389.  
207  Inghirami, Vasi Fittili, 389.  
208  Winckelmann’s work (1767) was published long before AEGR’s third volume was actually in press 
(mid– to late 1770s–early 1780s).	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Fig. 2.56 Red-figured Nolan amphora, Winckelmann, Monumenti Antichi, (1767), I,  
pl. 159, BRKU 
 
 
 
Fig. 2.57 Red-figured Nolan amphora, Millin, Peintures de Vases, (1810), pl. 41, BRKU 
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In his attempt to approach the subject more comprehensively and to be comparatively 
critical as well, Inghirami also dismisses Millin’s textual exegesis209 of the same scene as 
arbitrary and not in accordance with Homer’s representation.210 He did not follow 
Millin’s interpretation and the horizontal positioning of the figures (Fig. 2.57) either. 
Although the shape of the amphora in Inghirami’s work is quite disproportionate 
compared to Winckelmann’s plate, we can assume that the latter was the only accurate 
source for Inghirami if he had not seen the real object in Meng’s collection, as 
Winckelmann had. However, although he knew that at least Winckelmann’s illustration 
had been made using the original object, he presents it with some additions of his own, 
which may also indicate that he did not have access to the amphora itself. As figure 2.54 
shows, Inghirami draws a band of unidentified pattern around and over the shoulder of 
the vase, instead of two bands of different patterns running under the handles and 
below the designs, as in the original vase and Winckelmann’s representation. Given the 
particularities of these similar but not identical interpretations of the same vase 
presented here, we may argue that the copying process was more complex in terms of 
aesthetic approaches to ancient imagery than has hitherto been the norm. All four 
publications present the same scene but from a different visual point of view. While this 
view is triggered by a desire for a more personal approach to the interpretation of a 
particular scene as well as practical reasons,211 each author seems to rely on previous 
publications with some degree of resistance and sometimes with direct influence.212  
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
209  Millin reproduces the main scene of the vase which is also accompanied with a short explanation. He 
also refers to d’Hancarville and Winckelmann’s previous but unfaithful interpretations; Millin, Peintures, 
(1810), 61–62, pl. 41. 
210  Inghirami, Vasi Fittili, 390–392. 
211  Plate 12, for instance, where three separately illustrated scenes from Hamilton’s ‘Meidias Hydria’ are 
interpreted altogether in one plate with some inconsistencies (related to AEGR though), is quite 
characteristic of such an approach. Here, while Iolaos, who moves away from the seated Heracles, is 
featured with the group depicting the apple-tree in the centre (AEGR, I, pl. 127), Inghirami, presumably 
due to the particularities of a balanced vertical representation, positioned him with the group depicting 
Acamas, the Athenian tribal hero (AEGR, I, pl. 128).  
212  See, for instance, the Apulian oinochoe depicting Eros holding a situla and a tanbourine on plate 20. 
Here, although Eros is featured in outline style and not in colour as in an AEGR, the interpretation of a 
three-dimensional view of the oinochoe on the upper part of the plate is a an accurate copy taken from 
AEGR. On plate 22, Inghirami prefers to give an identical-with-AEGR view of the interior of an Apulian 
kylix but with a three-dimensional representation of its handles.	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Fig. 2.58 Frontispiece, Inghirami, Pitture di Vasi Etruschi, (1833), I, BRKU 
 
 
 
The decade that followed Dubois-Maisonneuve’s, Christie’s and Inghirami’s 
acquaintance with ancient vases witnessed the end of the Turkish occupation of Greece 
and, as a consequence, many travelers and connoisseurs began exploring the remains of 
the Greek past. One of the most significant and far-reaching works of this time, partly 
dedicated to ancient pottery although without images of vases from Hamilton’s 
collection, was Count Otto Magnus von Stackelberg’s (1787–1837) Gräber der Hellenen 
(1837).213 This work was produced primarily after the author’s travels in the Greek 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
213  However, in the framework of his discussion on shields featured on vases, the author quotes 
d’Hancarville’s AEGR; Gräber der Hellenen, 3, note 1.From the total number of 79 plates, 40 are taken 
from black-figured vases found in Greece and Magna Grecia, namely from the collections of the French 
Consul Fauvel, the artist Lusieri, and the author’s personal collection. The rest of the plates interpret 
marble reliefs (stele), lamps and other antiquities including a view of a burial case (Ziegelsarges – κεράμεος σορός). Vases are interpreted either in three-dimensional images or just in straight 
interpretation of the painted scene with and without colour. 
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mainland.214 Published in Berlin, Stackelberg’s album was one of those that supported 
the Greek origin of the vases, casting further doubt on the Etruscan theory. To some 
extent, however, there were other ways in which the relationship between the materiality 
of a text and the visual interpretation of ancient art in print developed, through 
discussion of less-popular but complex aspects of ancient Greek culture. 
 
Vasi Fittili and Vasi Etruschi (Fig. 2.58) were both published in Florence several years 
after Inghirami’s first acquaintance with ancient vases and bear no signs of 
inconsistencies in terms of structure and content; even the preface of the later edition 
remained totally untouched. Both editions were in four folio-volumes and contained 
400 plates, the biggest assemblage of images from ancient ceramics in a multi-volume 
publication since AEGR. Of these plates, 74 are related to AEGR and represent scenes 
from 67 vases, 39 of which were part of Hamilton’s own collection.215 Although 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
214  In Greece Stackelberg carried out several excavations assisted also by the British architects and 
archaeologists John Foster and George R. Cockerell; see Gerhart Rodenwaldt, Otto Magnus von Stackelberg. 
Der Entdecker der Griechischen Landschaft 1786–1837, (1957). 
215  These are:	  (VOL. I)	  pl. 8/AEGR, III, pl. 128 (upper half), (Louvre, G343)/AEGR, III, pl. 110 (bottom 
half), (unidentified); pl. 9/AEGR, II, pl. 129, (Louvre, G343); Vasi Fittili, I, pl. 10/AEGR, II, pl. 106, 
(Louvre, G343); pl. 19/AEGR, I, pl. 52, (BM F284); pl. 20/AEGR, I, pl. 55 (left half), (F284); pl. 
21/AEGR, I, pl. 55, (BM F284); pl. 22/AEGR, IV, pl. 56, (formerly in the collection of the Oratorians, 
Naples – according to Passeri, Picturae Etruscorum, I, pl. 53); pl. 60/AEGR, II, pl. 41, (BM F155); pls. 70–
71/AEGR, IV, pl. 126, (Catania, Museo Civico del Castello Ursino, 1677, L697); pl. 72/AEGR, III, pl. 
38, (BM B459); pl. 79/AEGR, II, pl. 124, (Tübingen, Antikensammlung des archäologischen Instituts der 
Universität, 673, F46); pl. 80/AEGR, II, pl. 38, (BM E499); pl. 83/AEGR, I, pl. 124, (BM E427); pl. 
85/AEGR, IV, pl. 66, (BM E414); pl. 86/AEGR, II, pl. 84, (Florence, Museo Archeologico, 3866); pl. 
93/AEGR, III, pl. 81, (Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum, IV1026); pl. 96/AEGR, IV, pl. 59, 
(Birmingham, Birmingham Museum and Art Gallery, 1620.85); pl. 97/AEGR, I, pl. 119, (BM OC639?); 
(VOL. II)	  pl. 105/AEGR, I, pls. 62–63, (BM B573); pl. 114/AEGR, I, pl. 112, (BM E405); pl. 119/AEGR, 
IV, pl. 31, (BM E42); pl. 130/AEGR, II, pl. 65, (unidentified); pl. 132/AEGR, II, pl. 74, (BM E495); pl. 
133/AEGR, II, pl. 48, (unidentified); pl. 134/AEGR, II, pl. 57, (BM F199); pl. 142/AEGR, IV, pl. 86, 
(BM F91); pl. 148/AEGR, III, pl. 41, (unidentified); pl. 150/AEGR, III, pl. 68, (unidentified); pl. 
163/AEGR, III, pl. 129, (unidentified); pl. 167/AEGR, II, pl. 27, (Naples, Museo Nazionale, 114260); pl. 
171/AEGR, IV, pl. 24, (Vatican, Museo Gregoriano Etrusco, 17233, AA3); pl. 174/AEGR, IV, pl. 38, 
(Museo Gregoriano Etrusco, 18085, V62); pl. 175/AEGR, IV, pl. 43, (unidentified); pl. 176/AEGR, IV, 
pl. 47, (BM 1447); pl. 177/AEGR, IV, pl. 90, (BM F37); pl. 178/AEGR, IV, pl. 121, (BM E110); pl. 
179/AEGR, II, pl. 51, (BM F307); pl. 180/AEGR, II, pl. 89, (unidentified); pls. 181–182/AEGR, III, pl. 
47, (Museo Civico del Castello Ursino, MB 4404, L770); pl. 183/AEGR, I, pl. 117, (BM F205); pl. 
184/AEGR, I, pl. 59, (BM F343); pl. 190/AEGR, I, pl. 77, (BM F41); pl. 191/AEGR, I, pl. 26, (BM E221); 
pl. 192/AEGR, I, pl. 71, (BM E433); pl. 193/AEGR, I, pl. 65, (BM E708); pl. 194/AEGR, III, pl. 105, 
(unidentified); pl. 196/AEGR, II, pl. 68, (BM F77); (VOL. III)	  pl. 204/AEGR, I, pl. 90, (BM E621); pl. 
205/AEGR, II, pl. 126, (BM E477); pl. 236/AEGR, II, pl. 72, (BM E585); pl. 237/AEGR, II, pl. 97, (BM 
1772,0320.45); pl. 238/AEGR, II, pl. 116, (BM F211); pl. 243/AEGR, IV, pl. 130, (BM F81); pls. 257–
258/formely Hamilton’s collection (BM B567?); pl. 273/AEGR, II, pl. 113, (unidentified); pl. 290/AEGR, 
III, pl. 31, (BM E460); pl. 91/AEGR, II, pl. 121, (unidentified); pl. 292/AEGR, III, pl. 76, (BM F69); pl. 
293/AEGR, III, pl. 60, (BM E497); (VOL. IV) pl. 323/AEGR, II, pl. 96, (unidentified); pl. 328/AEGR, IV, 
pl. 64, (BM E490); pl. 340/AEGR, IV, pl. 107, (BM F80); pl. 341/AEGR, IV, pl. 78, (BM F78); pl. 
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according to Inghirami, the concepts expressed in these paintings remained to be 
understood rather than simply interpreted,216 his extensive catalogue includes vase 
paintings that had never been illustrated before.217 This appears to have been the reason 
for the quite accurate copies of AEGR’s representations, which featured in his own 
volumes, as he did not seem to be interested in creating his own elaborate 
interpretations rather than presenting exact copies from his source material. 
 
Generally speaking, the role of ancient imagery in Inghirami’s volumes is to give his 
readers a visual context with which to interpret the text, rather than produce 
illustrations for their own sake and beauty. In the case of plate 342 in volume IV (Fig. 
2.59), for instance, Inghirami interprets a scene depicting a large group comprised of six 
figures, taken from two different vases, both in Hamilton’s own collection.218 
Interestingly, Inghirami does not refer to this strange assemblage of two different scenes 
on a single plate, in which even the two ephebi featured together on the front of the 
bell-krater have been separated and positioned in the two extreme sides of the plate. 
Given this, the extent of this project as well as its distance from an aesthetic 
representation of something new can only be justified by his desire to better understand 
the meaning of the various enigmatic figures on the vases and to compare them subject-
by-subject. Yet, he also refers to the small size of the French edition of Hamilton’s 
AEGR, as a result of which he considered the work to be not only of lesser quality, 
utility and value; but also providing incomplete satisfaction to the public.219  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
342/AEGR, IV, pl. 75, (BM F153 & E110); pl. 343/AEGR, IV, pl. 81, (unidentified); pl. 344/AEGR, IV, 
pl. 41, (unidentified); pl. 350/AEGR, III, pl. 57, (BM F209); pls. 361–362/AEGR, II, pl. 37, (Bologna, 
Museo Nazionale PU 286); pl. 363/AEGR, III, pl. 36, (Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum, 1050); pl. 
382/AEGR, I, pl. 84, (formerly Hamilton’s collection?). 
216  Inghirami, Pitture di Vasi Fittili, (1833), I, 5. 
217  Inghirami, Pitture di Vasi Fittili, (1833), I, pls. 60, 79. 
218  Red-figured Paestan bell-krater, (BM F153) and Attic kylix, (BM E110). 
219  Inghirami, Pitture di Vasi Fittili, I, 6. 
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Fig. 2.59 Inghirami, Pitture di Vasi Fittili, (1837), IV, pl. 342, BRKU 
 
 
 
Although Inghirami’s pays tribute to previous projects similar to his own (e.g. 
Montfaucon, Caylus, Passeri, Millin, Dubois-Maisonneuve and Millingen), he considers 
them to have focused on the luxury of the text rather than the quality of the 
scholarship.220 Hence, since most of the paintings in his four volumes had already been 
published by others, Inghirami’s approach to the interpretation of the vases was not 
only a synthesis of the writings of others but also his own critique of others’ 
explanations of the vase paintings. It was also very close to d’Hancarville’s approach in 
terms of its potential to be of benefit to antiquarians, students and archaeologists, and 
therefore to become ‘a gracious host’ for the truth regarding the origin, meaning and 
uses of their vases.221 However, these similarities do not include the various angles from 
which particular scenes are depicted in AEGR, nor the size and the quality of the 
engravings in the same publication. Interestingly, Inghirami is not interested in the 
provenance of the paintings and therefore, in contrast with previous projects, he only 
occasionally refers to the source collection. He rather prefers to cite those projects that 
had previously published the same or similar scenes. 
 
2. 6. 9  
Saint-Victor Beauvalet 
 
As I have already shown, the dissemination of different conceptions about antique vases 
from Hamilton’s first collection is closely associated with and subject to the reception 
that continued long after the Hamilton’s vases were acquired by the British Museum in 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
220  Inghirami, Pitture di Vasi Fittili, 7. 
221  Inghirami, Pitture di Vasi Fittili, 9.	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London and published by d’Hancarville in Naples. Commenting on publications about 
Greek vase painting during the early decades of the nineteenth century, the German art 
historian Adolf Michaelis writes that, they were not important and that ‘frequently 
incorrect copies [of vases] had been made.’ As a result, he continues, ‘all scientific 
appreciation of Greek painting and its development became lost in a maze of fantastic 
and amateurish dreams only concerned with the subjects represented, and finding 
mysterious meanings therein, as these responded to the prevailing taste for a medley of 
religious and pseudoscientific romanticism’.222  
 
One striking example of the fantastic character that the reception of painted vases had 
taken on is an obscure album entitled Vases Grecs et Étrusques, by the French artist Saint-
Victor de Beauvalet, which appeared in 1845. The work, which has not yet received any 
serious attention from scholars, was inspired by his visits to Sicily, Rome, Naples, 
Pompeii and Herculaneum from 1833 to 1836.223 The bound volume comprises 96 
stencil illustrations of Greek vases and Etruscan bronze vessels and reliefs, most of 
which are creative inventions that recombine shapes, ornaments and motifs in an 
idiosyncratic style closer to art deco than neoclassicism.224 It is likely that Beauvalet 
completed a very small number of copies, as the work does not appear in the standard 
bibliographies and only one complete copy (housed at the Getty Research Institute) is 
still known to be extant. Having been involved in a few artistic projects,225 Beauvalet 
visited monuments and private residences around Naples and Rome. He must have 
commenced the work on his return to France in 1836, but he would not finish it for 
another nine years. A closer look at this obscure but nevertheless delightful album 
reveals that Beauvalet did not copy real objects precisely; instead, some of them are 
plausibly real, while others combine actual shapes with strange and exotic ornaments. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
222  Michaelis, A Century of Archaeological Discoveries, (1908), 56–57. 
223  Claire Lyons, to whom I am thankful for bringing this item into my attention, is now preparing a 
complete study of this album. 
224  The illustrations were inspired by a wide range of objects including Etruscan and Greek vases, 
chariots, tomb fragments, equestrian statues and other subjects in relief on metal, weapons, helmets, 
bronze statuettes and natural history subjects. A six-page table of contents entitled ‘Table’ indicates the 
pages and also the material objects were made from. 
225  Beauvalet produced also a manual on Oriental and Chinese painting in relief (1832), another on 
miniature watercolours with an emphasis on metallic reflections (1835), which offered step-by-step 
tutorials on the preparation of stencils (the mixing and application of pigments to create ‘metallic 
watercolour illuminations’), and a third on making picture frames (1850). 
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Some, however, are sufficiently close to be matched to the originals. Little is known 
about the techniques he employed to create these stunning images;226 however, it is no 
exaggeration to say that his techniques show great ingenuity, considering the tools 
available at the time. 
 
 
 
Fig. 2.60 Black-figured Chalkidian amphora, Beauvalet, Grecs et Étrusques, (1845),  
pl. xviii, GRI 
 
 
 
As many other artists had in the past, Beauvalet also drew on published sources 
whenever they might supplement the real objects. Figure 2.60, above, is one of several 
plates that can be matched to d’Hancarville’s AEGR,227 while some others are copied 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
226  Although they at first appear to be lithographs, we have to assume that no mechanical process was 
employed. Pinprick registration holes are visible on the plates, and the edges of the images are crisp and 
clean, so conceivably Beauvalet employed a number of stencils to reproduce his drawings. It seems 
probable that Beauvalet improved upon the ancient technique of rainbow printing or blending for the 
colouring and applied the final touches by hand.  
227  Among those that can be attributed to vases from Hamilton’s collection are: an Etruscan imitation of 
a Proto-Corinthian oinochoe, pl. viii, (indicated as ‘Terre vase étrusque’ in table 2)/AEGR, II, pls, 117–
118, (BM 382); an Apulian situla, pl. viii (2), (indicated as ‘Bronze vase étrusque’ in table 2)/AEGR, II, 
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from Passeri’s Picturae Etruscorum. Beauvalet employs here a remarkable metallic rainbow 
effect that is both subtle and visually striking. In comparison with d’Hancarville’s 
original plate, which served as his inspiration, Beauvalet’s takes a more 
phantasmagorical approach towards antiquity, and in so doing moves the aesthetic 
reception of ancient art to another level. Therefore, the artist was not only concerned 
with the subjects represented on the object itself but also with how they could be 
redrawn, transformed and reappropriated through the imagination. For instance, plate 
19 in Beauvalet’s volume (Fig. 2.61) shows the extent to which the artist could be 
inspired by a particular form. In this case, the closeness of the design-patterns and the 
horse-subject with Hamilton’s ‘Hunt Krater’ (Fig. 2.62) indicates that it could be this 
vessel from which Beauvalet drew the most inspiration. Moreover, it is worth noting 
that the application of metallic highlights that Beauvalet applied in his album in order 
to reproduce the sheen of fired terracotta and chased bronze created a rich, almost 
three-dimensional effect on vases that in previous publications had been the least 
popular, such as askos, oinochoe, dog’s-head rhyton, skyphos and lebes.  
 
 
Fig. 2.61 Beauvalet, Grecs et Étrusques, (1845), pl. xix, GRI. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
pls, 49–51, (BM F307); and a Black figured Chalcidian neck-amphora, pl. xviii, (indicated as ‘Terre vase 
étrusque’ in table 5)/AEGR, II, pl. 94, (BM B17). 
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Fig. 2.62 Black-figured Corinthian column-krater (the ‘Hunt krater’), d’Hancarville, 
AEGR, (1766), I, pl. 22, GRI 
 
 
 
In the course of the above observations on the aesthetic reception of Hamilton’s first 
vase collections by the late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century printing culture, I 
have shown so far that ancient vases allowed editors, scholars and collectors to negotiate 
between contrasting material contexts and aesthetic visions of antiquity. Apart from 
their desire to employ ancient pots in order to illustrate engraved catalogues and 
treatises on the myths of antiquity, art history or even ancient cults, little else was the 
same. Each of the volumes discussed here provided alternative frameworks for the 
reproduction of classical art. Although d’Hancarville’s illustrations in the AEGR still 
exerted a great influence, for example on the production of archaeologically exact 
renderings – even including the colour and correlation of the drawings with the original 
vases, the role of Hamilton’s first collection was not founded on any single and fixed 
principle. Rather it was composed of associated parts, which varied with the progress of 
artistic practice, the intercourse with mythological doctrines, and the shift from accuracy 
and utility to style and practical publication purposes (e.g. high or low cost). 
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2. 7 
Conclusion 
 
With a few exceptions, there is no publication related to vase scholarship (1770s–1830s) 
that does not include at least a few images taken from Hamilton’s published engravings. 
Notably, there are even a few that also published images from vases that were not 
included in the AEGR but were part of his own collection; something very rare 
considering the fact that the original source was mainly Hamilton’s folios. During this 
period, the acquisition of ancient pottery became ‘economically more feasible for that 
expanding world of potential collectors’.228 Publishing was as important as collecting, 
and the study of ancient monuments can be regarded ‘amongst the defining features of 
antiquarianism’.229 It was the diversity of ancient culture itself and the desire to 
perpetuate and disseminate ancient art that gave rise to a particular kind of publication, 
created by various scholars and individual collectors. These individuals wished either to 
transmit information about the past and filter their appropriation of these cultures into 
the artistic tastes and social values of intellectual society (e.g. through scholarly 
publications), or to give value and status to the artistic practice of the time by inspiring 
the creativity of young artists (e.g. though collection catalogues).  
 
The aim of this chapter was to discuss in more detail the role and influence of 
Hamilton’s vases in the history of the aesthetic and textual reception of classical art 
through a selection of important (in terms of length, popularity, context and content) 
publishing projects of that period. By focusing on the conceptual and critical framework 
that surrounded the attitudes of authors and publishers towards ancient pottery, I have 
tried to offer a new emphasis on a particular interest in classical antiquities. Such an 
emphasis is justified in so far as my intention was not to present a balanced 
representation of the authors’ position and view of ancient vases, but rather to abstract 
very particular elements of their arguments using images taken from Hamilton’s vases. I 
have also shown that their artistic reception was not only dependent on how art was 
seen at the time, but also on that the ways of seeing change over time. Thus, I had to 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
228  Dyson, In Pursuit of Ancient Pasts: A History of Classical Archaeology in the Nineteenth and Twenty Centuries, 
(2006), 159–160. 
229  Lolla, ‘Monuments and Texts’, 431. 
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assist in this process by adducing the cultural and historical context of the period under 
examination. Finally, I have tried to highlight the way in which various objects from his 
collection gradually became the subject of a rewarding field of inquiry for the 
understanding and interpretation of the many different ways that ancient vases were 
aestheticized, valued and consumed. In doing so, I have come to five main conclusions: 
 
Aestheticization and reception:   
- Whereas some artists/publishers were interested in the particularities of a drawing 
as a means of expressing their personal style and aesthetic preoccupations, others were 
less focused on objects per se, being more inclined to use them simply as vehicles for the 
development of their own ideas. As in the case of AEGR, the interpretation of objects 
offers an insight into the character of such antiquarian practices and becomes an active 
part in a socio-cultural and intellectual communicative process. Among the issues that 
are most relevant to this process is the place of the visual dissemination of ancient art 
within late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century scholarship – i.e. competing 
interpretations of ancient pottery and an emphasis on vases either as symbols or 
figurative elements. 
 
- The transformation of an artefact into a transitional medium and the manner in 
which the aesthetic reception of Hamilton’s vases developed since the 1760s is a 
product of the way they were used, combining, reflecting and articulating several of the 
main preoccupations of (art-) historical enquiries; an indication of how culture is 
reconstructed differently by an aesthetic, visual and historical judgment of the material 
remains of the past. For example, Christie’s obsession with religion and mystery in 
contrast to others’ emphases on mythology and known (literary) narratives through 
different textual, material and aesthetic concepts is very characteristic. 
 
- In doing so, publishers approached the iconography of Hamilton’s vases in rather 
different ways. Whereas some of them shared with their readers their motives of 
selection (e.g. inclusion of unpublished painted scenes, as in Millingen’s case, or to 
correct the visual representations that preceded them, as in the case of Millin), some 
others did not make clear in their text the reasons for selecting certain mythological 
representations. Sometimes, the selection process was even based on – or rather 
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influenced by – those choices made by previous projects. Occasionally, publishers 
appeared to choose those scenes that best served their purpose, as in the case of 
Christie. The latter case also indicates that mythological subjects of uncertain 
explanation were not part of a publisher’s agenda (e.g. Christie’s limited choices were 
not been part of any other similar project’s illustrations). Moreover, the absence of 
explanation or description in a large number of the engravings (e.g. publishers do not 
produce the same amount of textual exegesis for every representation) makes it difficult 
to find particular patterns of copying certain images. Thus, with regard to the balance 
struck between aesthetic pleasure and cultural/historical information on Greek society 
and its beliefs, we have to assume that no consistent pattern of selection exists in the 
aesthetics that informed the representational choices of various publishers. Instead, the 
distinct nature of such antiquarian practices clearly demonstrates that the reasons for 
publishing ancient pots reveal substantial divisions within the world of antiquarianism 
and print culture. Interestingly, the preference of some of the publishers for the red-
figured over the black-figured scenes – due to the former’s abundance in private 
collections – is the only pattern of selection that can be certainly identified.  
 
- The great aesthetic and textual variety of the publishing projects discussed above 
exemplify the argument that the contextual transformation of ancient material culture 
was largely influenced by the desire of individuals for imitating art and was therefore 
further controlled by their interest in using both the published engravings as well as the 
original objects as their primary source. This approach shows the extent to which 
different aesthetic conceptions apply to different roles which were also attributed to the 
pictorial appropriation of particular objects from a single collection. 
     
Vases as commodities :  
- What would make us understand the biography of Hamilton’s vases, as a process 
of visual narratives and artistic practice, is not simply what it deals with but how and 
from what perspective. It is from this point of view that we should propose a framework 
for looking at these artefacts also as commodities. The term is used in order to stress 
that the primary and immediate purpose of his vases’ presence in print culture was to 
obtain a value and, therefore, that they could be exchanged by way of money. In such a 
complex system of interpreting ancient art, the cultural identities of Hamilton’s vases as 
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valuable commodities are not only numerous but often conflicting due to the different 
market value of the engravings published above. This issue leads us to propose another 
perspective on the commoditization process of ancient art among early-modern socio-
cultural, intellectual and aesthetic milieus. Thus, whereas a commodity is a product 
intended principally for exchange,230 the image becomes a source of information in the 
search of knowledge and leads itself to an iconographic reading of the past. 
 
What we expect to see in the contextual study of the reception of Hamilton’s vases is 
significantly affected by how we interpret the objects themselves, and how perception of 
material culture and its aesthetics were integrated into late eighteenth-century society 
and culture. How we see this is, in turn, profoundly influenced by the extent to which 
the ancient past was appropriated by various publishing projects, and how its identity as 
a social agent becomes easily explicable on the grounds of aesthetic values and 
conspicuous display. I believe that all this is a necessary addition to the work of previous 
scholars who either have not showed much interest in the various forms of a reception 
of objects in print culture or have overlooked the complex systems of decoding and 
appropriating Hamilton’s vases in aesthetic and material terms. It also contributes to the 
wider discussion on the particularities and the extent to which ancient vases were used 
in terms of expressing and communicating certain perceived ideas related to classical 
aesthetics, contemporary taste and classical art. The next chapter describes the role of 
Hamilton’s vases in the context of late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century artistic 
practice. By examining the presence of Hamilton’s objects in various art forms, such as 
paintings and drawings, we can throw more light on a period in which artworks were 
regarded not only as purely functional assets, but also as visual evidence of intellectual 
and aesthetic engagement with antiquity and its interpretation in a socio-cultural 
discourse. We can also understand better the extent to which perception and reception 
are necessarily intertwined, in that the first must be used in the interpretation of the 
second.
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
230  Appadurai, ‘Introduction: Commodities and the Politics of Value’, in Appadurai (ed.), The Social Life 
of Things, 6–7. 	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Chapter 3 
 
HAMILTON’S VASES AND ARTISTIC 
PRACTICE IN THE LATE 18TH AND  
EARLY 19TH CENTURY 
(PAINTINGS, DRAWINGS AND 
CRAFTSMANSHIP)  
 
The history of eighteenth-century antiquarian publications is as central to scholarship 
about the vases as the artefacts themselves were to eighteenth-century elite society. 
During this time, antiquaries realized they could make sense of historic objects in the 
same way they did written sources, thereby producing a material history from which ‘a 
narrative of the past could be viewed, engraved and written’.1 Moreover, in the case of 
Hamilton’s vases, the various reproductions of material culture were not merely isolated 
projects, made on the basis of a particular insight into the classical past; rather they 
demonstrate a continuing interest in this subject among those who were seeking to 
profit financially, or to enhance their own professional or social status. Whereas the 
competition for social status and intellectual superiority was reflected in various 
iconographic projects of the period, an intensive study of stylistic variations became 
intrinsic to the long-term transformation of approaches to material culture. Thus, the 
artistic reception of Hamilton’s vases can be further documented in other popular art 
forms in the decades before and after 1800. As I will demonstrate, the artistic 
approaches of this period drew on ancient vases as an ideal of aesthetic and material 
forms of the ancient past, while they were simultaneously and inevitably connected to 
prestige, connoisseurship, social status and commercial enterprise. With this in mind, 
the artistic practice of that period can be characterized in three separate but related 
ways.  
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  Pearce, ‘Antiquaries and the Interpretation of Ancient objects, 1770–1820’, in Pearce, (ed.), Visions of 
Antiquity: The Society of Antiquaries of London 1707–2007, Volume 111 of Archaeologia, (2007), 159. 
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One is the relationship between visual culture and a predilection for classical design, 
both in commercial pursuits and artistic production. In this case, pottery manufacturers 
such as the pottery master Josiah Wedgwood, were less inclined to focus merely on the 
object as a whole, but rather on its unique characteristics. A second way of looking at 
objects is to consider their aesthetic and social role. In fact, late eighteenth-century 
artistic practice responded not only by further decontextualizing Hamilton’s vases, but 
also by capturing the complexities of artists’ socio-cultural visions and contemporary 
taste. In this case, a comparative approach to the similar but quite divergent ways that 
certain pieces from Hamilton’s vase collection are interpreted as tokens of virtuosity and 
connoisseurship in James Stephanoff’s paintings is necessary. At the same time, 
recovering the essence of ancient vases relied on endowing objects with a voice; to make 
them seem alive or to transform them with a particular identity, as in the case of Joshua 
Reynolds’ portraits. The key emphasis here is on material culture and the materiality of 
social identity – for example, how artefacts act as social agents – rather than on their 
aesthetic and material qualities. The final category places Hamilton’s vases in the 
context of an individual eighteenth-century artistic practice (e.g. drawings). The extent 
to which artists such as David, Gros, Blake and Gagneraux copied directly from 
Hamilton’s AEGR sheds light on how Greek antiquity had by then receded beneath the 
exterior surface of things (e.g. artists interested only in elaborating the figured scenes of 
the vases). Thus, the purpose here is to focus not on the artefact, but on the individual 
character of the copying process as a window into the artistic discourses current in the 
second half of the eighteenth century.  
 
Considered in each of these three previously unexplored aspects of the biography of 
ancient vases, various objects from Hamilton’s collection serve as case studies in the 
reproduction and dissemination of antiquity and raise questions about how to analyse 
their artistic reception. In terms of structure, there is no chronological connection to 
the previous chapter. The material discussed here is not presented chronologically 
either. Due to the variety of visual examples and their chronological deviation, this 
chapter follows a thematic approach. 
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3. 1 
De-contextualizing Hamilton’s vases: from a private gallery to a 
museum setting 
 
In order to understand the material and conceptual relationship between 
antiquarianism and collecting, we need to explore the extent to which the reception of 
Hamilton’s vases – either through an isolated interpretation or their association with 
other objects – forms the vital links through which, in turn, status and meaning is 
accorded to them. Therefore, the object itself is appropriated and received as a signifier, 
which then may be subjected to various cultural processes, of which interpretation in 
the art of painting is just one. It is due to these parameters that I have chosen to discuss 
here the musealization process in the biography of Hamilton’s vases, rather than earlier 
on in the thesis.  
 
The purchase of Hamilton’s vases by Parliament (for the British Museum) in 1772 for 
£8,400 was more than a profitable financial transaction; the vases formed the core of 
the Museum’s antiquities collection and represented ‘an entirely new class of virtu’.2 
Without placing particular emphasis on their museum display – which is not the focus 
of this chapter – we must pause for a moment to consider this previously unexplored 
transition, for the arrival of these artefacts in London would radically influence the 
course of the British and European reception of classical antiquity, and also what we 
now call decorative arts. Therefore, in becoming an integral part of the foremost 
national repository of ancient art and other ‘artificial rarities’,3 Hamilton’s vases 
effectively established their own legacy as unique physical pieces of Greek history; this 
was the situation until Elgin’s Parthenon marbles arrived in London in the mid 1810s, 
and the 1830s, when the British Museum acquired vases found in Vulci and Etruria 
which had been imported from the best Athenian workshops of the sixth and fifth 
centuries BC. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2  Jenkins, ‘Seeking the Bubble Reputation’, JHC, (1997), 192. 
3  Jenkins, op. cit. (note 2). 	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During the later eighteenth century, and in comparison with the mid-nineteenth 
century, museum collections could not increase exponentially, and government funds 
towards the general acquisition of antiquities were not made easily available. Moreover, 
the academic influence of the museum curators was not yet at its strongest and most 
innovative point. In the light of the relationship between public institutions and private 
collections, we can see that the de-contextualization of Hamilton’s first vase collection 
encompasses cultural and socio-economic aspects of the later eighteenth-century 
intellectual history. In this respect, the case of his vases at the British Museum vividly 
shows that their aesthetic reception as public collections – but still closely associated 
with an individual – lagged behind the artistic and cultural interests of the people that 
surrounded them. Founded primarily as a collection of books, manuscripts and natural 
history specimens, and as such dominated by librarians and natural historians, the 
Museum lacked any important collection of Greek pottery. Although a considerable 
number of antique vases came from the founding collection of Sir Hans Sloane,4 there 
were not enough of them, nor were they of sufficient size to command a monumental 
presence and the public’s attention.  
 
A decade before the entry of Hamilton’s vases into the British Museum, the collection 
had begun to be organized on a systematic basis. Only a limited group of privileged 
visitors had been allowed to see the collections, while tickets were not introduced until 
1762.5 There were mixed impressions either of the diverse groups of people allowed to 
enter the museum from the 1760s onwards or the general impressions made after a visit. 
A German visitor named Carl Moritz saw in 1782 people ‘of the lowest classes’ and ‘of 
both sexes’ and he remarked that ‘the property of the Nation, every one has the same 
right to see it.’6 Pointing to the direction of display and overview of the collection, 
William Hutton (1723–1815), a historian and a fellow of the Society of Antiquaries of 
Scotland, wrote that ‘if a man spends two minutes in a room, in which are thousand 
things to demand his attention, he cannot find time to bestow on them a glance a piece 
… I went out about as wise as I went in … paid two shillings for a ticket … been 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4  See Wilson, The British Museum, (2002). 16, 22. 
5  ‘Ten tickets were allowed for each hour of opening … and parties of no more than five were then 
conducted round the collections in a specified order by an under librarian or an assistant’; Wilson, op. cit. 
(note 4), 33–34, 38; 
6  Matheson (ed.), Travels of Carl Phillip Moritz in England in 1782, (1924), 68–69. 
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hackneyed through the rooms with violence … and came away completely disappointed.’ 
Although he opened his remarks by admitting that ‘the British Museum justly stand[s] 
in the first class of rarities’ and that he was ‘unwilling to quit London without seeing 
what I had many years wish[ed] to see’, he continued his account by saying that he ‘had 
laid more stress on the British Museum, than on any thing which I should see in 
London’ and that ‘it was the only sight that disgusted’ him. Finally he concluded his 
narration by observing that:  
A man purchases a costly collection of curiosities, as he does a costly suit of 
clothes, not altogether to be seen by himself, but others. Government 
purchased this rare collection, which constitutes the British Museum, at a 
vast expense, and exhibits it as a national honour, and an indulgence to the 
curious. How far it answers the end proposed, this chapter of cross incidents 
will testify’.7  
Considering the date of Hutton’s account (dated Tuesday, 7 December 1784), as well as 
the fact that there was no other large collection given or purchased by the Museum at 
that time, we might assume that he was aware of the history of Hamilton’s vases and 
their purchase by the Museum in 1772. Accordingly, he might have had Hamilton or 
Sloane in mind in the above passage.  
 
As described in the previous chapter, the first two volumes of AEGR had appeared by 
the time Hamilton’s vases entered the Museum. In fact, the sale of the Hamilton 
collection was achieved after a long campaign, ‘the most prominent and lasting element 
of which’, as Michael Vickers has argued, ‘was the sumptuous publication of pots … an 
astute marketing job’ by d’Hancarville.8 It is worth considering, however, whether the 
museum would have paid £8,400 for a collection of vases if they had not been made 
known through the AEGR. Hamilton instantly saw the advantages of such a marketing 
campaign, while his vases played a major role in helping the Museum to become one of 
the most important international centres for the study of classical antiquities. Moreover, 
the extent to which AEGR impacted upon several other similar projects exemplifies the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7  Hutton, A Journey from Birmingham to London, (1785), 189–186. 
8  Vickers, ‘Value and Simplicity’, 104, 106; Jenkins, however, opposed himself to such ‘mischievous 
attempts to undermine Hamilton’s reputation as the pioneering connoisseur of Greek vase-painting…’ He 
supported, instead, the idea that Hamilton’s integrity can be seen in his letters written in private, ‘where 
he had no cause to hide ulterior motives’; Jenkins, ‘Contemporary Minds: Sir William Hamilton’s Affair 
with Antiquity’, in Vases and Volcanoes, 62. 
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fact that as soon as collector’s possessions become available to the public, a fashion 
becomes established, and a vigorous wider interest is aroused.  
 
As part of these processes, artists became keen to make radical use of the latest 
archaeological discoveries as they appeared in contemporary publications and had 
impact upon the English art scene of the two first decades of the nineteenth century. 
For instance, the appeal that the Phigalian and Elgin marbles held for contemporary 
artists as original products of Greek art, rather than published reproductions of it, 
prompted much more controversy, discussion and excitement than Hamilton’s vase 
collection had in the 1770s. However, one nineteenth-century watercolourist from 
London, James Stephanoff (c.1786–1874), was among the artists who, although inspired 
by the newly exhibited Greek architectural art, paid special tribute to pottery, having a 
particular preference for both antique vases and sculpture. The following discussion 
considers in particular the presence of Hamilton’s vases in Stephanoff’s work, while also 
attempting to approach critically a previously unexplored aesthetic discourse between 
the depiction of the vases and the context of their socio-cultural relations within artistic 
practice in the years just after 1800.   
 
3.1.1 
James Stephanoff 
 
Stephanoff began to exhibit with the Old Water Colour Society in 1813. Having clearly 
demonstrated his antiquarian interests, Stephanoff embarked on a series of paintings 
designed to be reproduced in plates for the embellishment of books and ‘not so much 
with a view to pleasing as pictures.’9 What is of interest here, however, is a set of two 
watercolour paintings relating to collections of Greek and Roman antiquities at the 
British Museum and exhibited at the Society between 1817 and 1845.10 The first 
aquarelle, which was exhibited in 1817, is a colourful concentration of classical artworks 
and a detailed insight into contemporary taste (Fig. 3.1).11 Viewing the room from a 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9  Roget, A History of the ‘Old Water-Colour’ Society, (1891), I, 383. 
10  These two were part of a series of six watercolour paintings relating to classical art, all exhibited at the 
Old Water Colour Society between 1817 and 1845.	  
11  Not surprisingly, Greifenhangen did not mention this aquarelle in his account of 1939. It only 
appeared in an auction at Sotheby’s in 13 July 1979 (drawings, lot 97) and since then has been held in the 
Safra private collection, New York. The painting has recently been sold at Sotheby’s New York, 18 
October 2011, lot 247. I am thankful to Kim Sloan for bringing this sale to my attention.   
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panoramic setting, the spectator enters into an imaginary synthesis that has a strong 
element of fantasy. The preference for an imaginary display of antiquities also indicates 
the Museum’s role as ‘a frame of classicistic imagination’.12 In the middle of the 
idealized setting of the Museum, the connoisseur sits at a desk surrounded by a diverse 
range of artefacts including sculptures, vases, terracottas and bronzes. Among the 
antiquities depicted, of which most are drawn from the collections of Charles Townley 
and Hamilton, a number of vases from Hamilton’s collection can be identified.  
 
On the right-hand side of the spacious room, above an impressive wooden cabinet 
ornamented with marble reliefs on the outer side of its lower part, a smaller wood and 
glass cabinet holds a large number of vases. On the ledge in front of this cabinet, three 
vases stand amid two marble busts, a bell-krater on the left), a hydria (middle) and a 
calyx-krater (on the far right). Considering the scenes painted on these vases, whose 
details were not applied by Stephanoff with great clarity though, we can tentatively 
identify the calyx-krater on the right as the one attributed to the Manner of the Peleus 
painter, depicting a Nike flying towards a victorious kitharist.13 Similarly, the hydria in 
the middle might be identified – with even greater caution because of the vagueness of 
the painted scene – to be the ‘Meidias Hydria’.14 If we then consider the partly 
distinguishable painted scene on the volute-krater, which has been prominently 
positioned in the foreground of the picture, and take into account the fact that a few 
vases of this form had been recently acquired by the British Museum at this point, this 
object can be matched with more certainty with the ‘Hamilton vase’.15  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12  Ernst, ‘Frames at Work: Museological Imagination and Historical Discourse in Neoclassical Britain’, 
The Art Bulletin, (75), 3, (1993), 486. 
13  (BM E460). 
14  (BM E224). 
15  (BM F284). 
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Fig. 3.1 The Connoisseur, James Stephanoff, watercolour, 1817, (70.4 x 51.7cm), private 
collection, (Photo: Sotheby’s)  
 
 	  
Stephanoff consolidated here a visual impression of an imaginative display of 
Hamilton’s vases at the British Museum in the very first decades of the nineteenth 
century. However, I believe that the objects in the painting should not be read as a static 
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archaeological record of ancient cultures. Instead, the painting represents the way in 
which surviving fragments lent an aesthetic appeal to the classical world, and on which 
social discourses were constructed. This matches, of course, the associated contemporary 
climate of research into antiquity. The British sought to appropriate classical material 
culture while at the same time transforming the architectural and natural landscape in a 
way that was clearly influenced by classical exemplars. Stephanoff’s interpretation of 
material culture was therefore based on a perception of the past not as a rewarding field 
for antiquarian investigation, which tended to ‘liberate the historical object … from the 
ahistorical zone of neoclassical perfection’,16 but as a source of classical prototypes, and 
an example of the extent to which that past could be appropriated by and presented in 
an institutional context. 
 
 
Fig. 3.2 The Virtuoso, James Stephanoff, watercolour, 1833, (50.1 x 72.2cm), TBM, London 	  	  	  
In 1833, Stephanoff exhibited another watercolour painting under the title of ‘The 
Virtuoso’, representing the Elgin Marbles and other antiquities in the British Museum 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 Ernst, ‘Frames at Work’, 483. 
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(Figs. 3.2 & 3.3). The ‘Elgin Room’ was completed in 1832,17 and Stephanoff’s picture 
might have been inspired by the new exhibition space at the British Museum.18 This 
time, Stephanoff’s arrangement of artefacts is comparable to that shown in ‘The 
Connoisseur’: the viewer slips through the doorway into the long gallery, within which a 
solitary figure is seated next to a table, turning his head, with an open folio-volume on 
his knees and ancient vases placed both at his feet and on the table. Also on the table is 
a bust of Pericles, a Hellenistic bronze head of a poet, and three vases, with three more 
on the floor next to the sitter. More vases stand in and on the top of the cabinets at the 
far end of the long gallery. Among those that surround the figure, however, we find a 
kalyx-krater, the so-called ‘Meidias Hydria’, and the ‘The Hamilton Vase’. These vases 
from the Hamilton collection were not only famous in their own right from the early 
1770s. They had exceeded the popularity of most other similar pieces from any 
collection of classical antiquities, whether Hamilton’s own or those of others. These may 
even be the same vases chosen by Stephanoff for his previous painting. 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.3  
The Virtuoso,  (detail).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17  See Wilson, The British Museum, 80; Jenkins, Archaeologists and Aesthetes in the Sculpture Galleries of the 
British Museum 1800–1939, (1992), 90–101. 
18  Elgin’s association with the Parthenon marbles in the room led both Hind and Greifenhangen to argue 
that this was the identity of the ‘Virtuoso’ himself; see Hind, ‘The Elgin Marbles in an Idealized Setting’, 
The British Museum Quarterly, (1934), 140; and Greifenhangen, ‘Griechische Vasen auf Bildnissen der Zeit 
Winckelmann’s’, 220–222. Jenkins argued, however, that the artist’s intention was to present a model 
closely associated with the characteristics of well-known learned personalities; Jenkins, ‘James Stephanoff 
and the British Museum’, 178.   
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Stephanoff’s paintings stands out as two of the most characteristic documentations of 
classical art and the aesthetic reception of Greek antiquity in the early nineteenth 
century; characteristic because the triumph of neoclassicism and the enduring 
excitement over classical antiquities and Greek art is quite vividly captured in both of 
images. It is also an artistic statement of the prestige and cultural significance given to 
Hamilton’s vases over the 60 years since their first appearance in AEGR and their 
display at the British Museum. Greifenhangen, in describing Lord Elgin’s zeal for the 
acquisition of the Parthenon marbles, and the expeditions of the English aristocrats 
who preserved the monuments during extensive collecting work, refers to ‘the symphony 
of this achievement’ and ‘the immortal value of human culture, the Greek vases’.19 Yet, 
in both Stephanoff’s portraits, this value is not presented separately from other material 
forms of classical culture, but is rather an integral part of both a Virtuoso’s and a 
Connoisseur’s agenda. Therefore, we should pause for a moment and attempt to shed a 
light on these terms in relation to Stephanoff’s paintings, in an attempt to understand 
the extent to which they are also reflected in the presence and role of Greek and Roman 
art, and more particularly, of Hamilton’s vases.    
 
Stephanoff’s paintings are not isolated objects. These paintings should be viewed in the 
context of an intellectual and dilettantish affair with antiquities. To a great extent this 
context pervaded elite society in Britain during the late eighteenth century, due to what 
Coltman has described as the ‘classical mood’.20 In this environment, as Ayres has 
shown, the appropriation of classical models was also an important tool in the 
representation of the oligarchy of virtue.21 To approach these pictures in terms of the 
politics of culture, aesthetics and taste is to ask: what are the acknowledged socio-
cultural functions and meanings that the painting is imagined to be capable of 
generating? Their interpretation thus becomes a matter of grasping the paintings in 
terms of a two-way economy of reception and appropriation, meaning the application of 
images to the discourses of culture and an investigation of how these discourses assign 
their own meanings and associations to the images. More interestingly, although the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19  Greifenhangen, ‘Griechische Vasen auf Bildnissen der Zeit Winckelmann’s’, 223. 
20  Coltman, Fabricating the Antique. 
21  Ayres, Classical Culture and the Idea of Rome.	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connotations of the terms were beginning to change at that time, the terms ‘virtuoso’ 
and ‘connoisseur’ were used interchangeably.  
 
Literally, both terms refer to someone with an interest in arts – a learned person well 
acquainted with matters of taste – although in the eighteenth century they also both 
denoted a person who was a collector.22 Considering the term ‘virtuoso’ in particular, 
different notions occurred in different parts of Europe. ‘The Italians’, for instance, 
wrote John Dryden, ‘call a man a virtuoso, who loves the noble arts, and is a critic in 
them’.23 Similarly, Diderot distinguishes the English usage of ‘virtuoso’ and the Italian 
term when he positions the first among those curious scholars who ‘make collections of 
rarities of every sort’, rather than to those ‘who cultivate useful arts or sciences which 
demand profound meditation’.24 Yet, in the decades before and after 1700 the term 
‘virtuoso’ was used to describe connoisseurs and learned gentlemen of wealth and 
leisure rather than antiquaries, while the term ‘connoisseur’ was rather used to illustrate 
the unprejudiced and unbiased study of the intrinsic qualities of things themselves. In 
eighteenth-century Enlightenment England, however, the status of the collector-
connoisseur was certainly in flux. Moreover, while virtuosity became increasingly 
associated with the artist, the attribution of the term to someone with an interest in the 
arts outside his own field displayed something of a universal genius was by no means 
accepted by all.25 Interestingly, however, as Kelly points out, ‘the eighteenth-century 
virtuosi and dilettanti were neither professionals nor amateurs’ while ‘those whose 
interests tended to art collecting, or those with a real or perceived taste in art, were often 
called connoisseurs’.26 In a letter to James Barry, for instance, William Burke finds him 
‘in the esteem of Mr Hamilton [later Sir W. Hamilton], the world does him full justice, 
as a man of worth and as a connoisseur’.27 Indeed, in both of Stephanoff’s paintings, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22  Jason Kelly distinguishes a virtuoso from a dilettante: ‘in the case of a virtuoso, he could collect natural 
history as well as art, while the dilettante typically collected art and antiquities,’ although ‘writers 
occasionally represented the virtuoso as somewhat more informed than the dilettante’; Kelly, The Society of 
Dilettanti, 8; see also Mount, ‘The Monkey with Magnifying Glass’, The Oxford Art Journal, (2006), 169.   
23  Dryden, Observations on the Art of Painting, (1892), XVIII, 444. 
24  Diderot, ‘Virtuose’, in Encyclopédie ou Dictionnaire Raisonné des Sciences, des Arts et des Métiers, XVII, 
(1765), 330. 
25  I am grateful to Jason Kelly for his useful comments and suggestions on these matters.  
26  Kelly, The Society of Dilettanti, 9–11.   
27  Barry, The works of James Barry, (1809), 101, 10 October 1768, Paris. 
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virtuosity and connoisseurship emerge through the engagement of aristocratic and 
middling culture. 
 
On the one hand, I would also argue here for the influence of the term ‘disinterest’ 
which was very important to notions of connoisseurship in the late eighteenth century. 
It was the 1790s, in particular, that witnessed a notable transformation in the discourses 
of disinterestedness that had developed in Britain since the mid-seventeenth century.28 
The term suggested a higher moral purpose for an activity such as collecting. Thus – 
although at first developed in a moral context in order to help the recognition of things 
and actions that were good in themselves – when applied to the experience of beauty, 
the artwork commands respect and admiration in itself. This process occurs as the 
admiration of the artwork is linked to practical considerations such as self-interest, 
financial benefit, social status or political maneuvering. It is the clarification of all 
interests that denotes the perception of an object for its own sake and places 
disinterestedness as an exclusive and autonomous discourse of the private sphere; a 
subjective detachment from all practical and social interests surrounding a beautiful 
object.29 In regard to this central idea, which became the mark of a new mode of 
aesthetic experience, the activity of contemplating classical art in Stephanoff’s aquarelles 
should also be viewed as a kind of an aesthetic experience, in which the activity itself 
serves as a civic virtue in an attempt to improve oneself;30 part private pleasure and part 
public responsibility.  
 
On the other hand, however, the paintings still refer to socio-cultural and intellectual 
status from a different perspective: between one governed by knowledge and expertise 
and one established by consumption, taste and material possessions. These two different 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
28  Some of the most important literature on the concept of aesthetic disinterestedness includes Stolnitz, 
‘On the Origin of “Aesthetic Disinterestedness”’, JAAC, (1961), 131–143; and ‘The Aesthetic Attitude in 
the Rise of the Modern Aesthetics-Again’, JAAC, (1984), 205–208; Dickie, ‘Stolnitz Attitude: Taste and 
Perception, JAAC, (1984), 105–203; Townsend, ‘From Shaftesbury to Kant: The Development of the 
Concept of Aesthetic Experience’, JHI, (1987), 287–305; ‘Archibald Alison: Aesthetic Experience and 
Emotion’, British Journal of Aesthetics, (1988), 132–144; and Aesthetic Objects and Works of Art, (1989). 
29  See Stolnitz, ‘On the Significance of Lord Shaftesbury in Modern Aesthetic Theory’, Philosophical 
Quarterly, (1961), 99–100. 
30  I am thankful to Jason Kelly for his useful comments and suggestions on these matters.  
30  Kelly, The Society of Dilettanti, 9–11.   	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approaches reflect Stephanoff’s ‘Connoisseur’ and ‘Virtuoso’ respectively, and therefore 
also appeal to quite different perceptions of artefacts with respect to matters such as 
reception and biography.  In the first instance, Hamilton’s vases are part of a diverse 
and remarkable concentration of representative museum objects, including the 
celebrated Portland Vase31 once in the diplomat’s possession. In contrast with the 
second painting, where objects of a larger size are scattered around the solitary figure, in 
‘The Connoisseur’ the vases are symmetrically condensed into a cabinet of curiosities, 
creating a sense of intimacy between the seated figure and the objects that surround it.  
 
Although both pictures are similar in terms of the number of pieces from the Hamilton 
vases that have been prominently displayed there, they bear one significant difference 
related to the context of their interpretation. On one hand, the figure of ‘The 
Connoisseur’ is closer to someone who is lost in the study of ancient cultures, and 
fascinated by the essence of his collections. The figure focuses more on what the objects 
mean and represent as remnants of the past rather than on their market or aesthetic 
potential, and, thus, ancient vases exist for the sake of knowledge. It also reminds us of 
the extent to which Richardson’s belief that a true connoisseur encapsulates not only 
correct judgment ‘of the thought’ of the artist ‘in what he has done’, but also knowledge 
of ‘what he ought to have done’.32 On the other hand, the figure of ‘The Virtuoso’ is 
rather freely enjoying the presence of art around him, and is enraptured by the forms of 
his collections. He is not focused on learning about the objects, but rather on viewing at 
them as a spectator who simply enjoys the aesthetic qualities of objects and their appeal 
to the senses. For the virtuoso, the finest examples of Greek vases unfold their aesthetic 
potential, and are collected for the sake of beauty.  
 
Understanding the culture of artistic practice and the appropriation of art entails 
studying the essence and role of objects in an artwork. The picture itself is a microcosm 
from which to explore the wider themes and aspects of reception and biography. While 
eighteenth-century satirists reminded dilettanti that their collections could become 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
31  On the history of the discovery and further circulation of this vase, see Painter and Whitehouse, ‘The 
History of the Portland Vase’, Journal of Glass Studies, (32), (1990), 24-84; Walker, The Portland Vase, 
(2004). 
32  Richardson, Two Discourses. I. An Essay on the Whole Art of Criticism as it relates to Painting. II. An 
Argument in Behalf of the Science of a Connoisseur, (1719), 65. 	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objects of immoderate and immodest passion,33 Stephanoff’s visual approach to ancient 
material culture shows that the practice of collecting, exhibiting and studying Greek and 
Roman art was seen to teeter between polite learning, aesthetics, and appreciation of the 
beauty of designs and material forms. By fetishizing the different essences and roles of 
an art object, the viewer might indulge in a context in which objects either realistically 
represent their perceived character, or they are metaphorically reconstructed to be the 
object of their desires.  
 
In this section, I have presented a means to flesh out the complex patterns and socio-
cultural processes involved in the pictorial appropriation of classical art, including 
Hamilton’s vases. In focusing on another previously unexplored aspect of their aesthetic 
reception and cultural biography, my analysis here required an examination of these 
interrelated terms not as separate phenomena but as part of an integrated whole, related 
to the discourses between the transformation of ancient art, the British primary concern 
for classical ceramics and the making of modern culture.     
 
 
3. 2 
Conceptual imagination and commercial culture  
 
Regardless of the eagerness of nineteenth-century scholars’ to honour Hamilton’s 
achievements as a collector of antiquities,34 his attitude (in terms of seeing at his vases as 
a source of archaeological illustration and a primary evidence for the genius of ancient 
draughtsmanship and plastic form as well as of his belief that they could provide the 
vehicle for the proliferation of Classical taste in contemporary design) towards figured 
vases was not unique. Rather, antique vases were often treated by collectors, artists and 
scholars as a paradigm of divergent aesthetics and classical taste. In order to emphasize 
the interpretative methodologies which various artists and craftsmen used to 
contemplate Hamilton’s vases, it is necessary here to reconsider more closely the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
33  See, for instance, the satirical works the English caricaturist Thomas Rowlandson (1757–1827) 
focusing on the sexualization of dilettante culture.  
34  See, for instance, Adolf Michaelis’ belief that it was Hamilton who should be bestowed with ‘the merit 
of being the first to appreciate with warmth the severe beauty of their shapes, colouring and drawing, the 
mingled simplicity and feeling of the designs figured upon them; and it was he who recognized the value 
of these unpretentious vessels for forming and ennobling modern art-taste’; Michaelis, Ancient Marbles in 
Great Britain, (1882), 110. 
	   157	  
intensive commerce in vases as objects of art and aesthetic enjoyment. Moreover, a 
discussion of vase collecting in the late eighteenth century must take into account the 
fact that it was already a fashionable pursuit and that vases commanded a medium to 
high price on the antiquities market. The simultaneous arrival of wealthy continental 
visitors to southern Italy also took the intellectual potential of ancient vases beyond the 
realm of aesthetics into that of fine art and critical appraisal. However, the following 
analysis does not take the vases’ status as collectibles and their value as commercial 
objects for granted; neither does it try to repeat the socio-cultural discourses related to 
the copying process of classical art, with an emphasis on Josiah Wedgwood. Instead, it 
attempts to re-approach these discourses critically and from a different angle, focusing 
on the extent to which ancient art – in the form of Hamilton’s vases – was aesthetically 
received and materially appropriated by the late eighteenth-century pottery 
reproductions and the market for decorative arts. Viccy Coltman’s work on the subject, 
for example, to which I often allude here directly or indirectly, stimulated me to explore 
further some of the ideas raised in it.35  
 
3. 2. 1 
Josiah Wedgwood  
 
During the course of the eighteenth century, while Greece remained within the 
Ottoman Empire and generally inaccessible, Italy’s classical treasures became popular 
collectible items for the gentlemen of cosmopolitan Europe, who had the means to 
acquire them. The ‘Grecian Taste’ became a mania,36 and the ‘Grecian revival … 
spreading from England to Europe, sealed the triumph of a leisure class … [who] craved 
strong emotions in art …’.37 In this context, antiquity was exported and replicated by 
contemporary craftsmen at a greater rate than ever before. Moreover, the acquaintance 
of the aristocracy with the study of classical literature not only created a demand for art 
publications but also saw artefacts become models for neo-classical design in the 
decorative arts.38  One such example was Josiah Wedgwood’s (1730–1795) extraordinary 
treatment of Hamilton’s vases. A celebrated potter at that time, Wedgwood was the first 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
35  Coltman, ‘Sir William Hamilton’s Vase Publications: A Case study in the Reproduction and 
Dissemination of Antiquity’, JDH, (2001), 1–16. 
36  Honour, Neo-classicism, (1968), 27. 
37  Momigliano, ‘Ancient History and the Antiquarian’, 285. 
38  See Coltman, Fabricating the Antique, chapter I. 
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to recognize, appreciate and exploit both the beauty and the commercial possibilities of 
Hamilton’s collection. 
  
From 1720, the pottery trade in England had undergone rapid growth and 
transformation. But it was only with Wedgwood’s creative initiatives that the situation 
changed entirely.39 The enthusiasm of eighteenth-century learned society for such 
initiatives was not only guided by the supply of new materials and the introduction of 
creative techniques for craftsmanship, but was also ‘dependent upon profound 
alterations in polite society’s attitude to visual pleasure … which disposed the pubic 
towards searching out the pleasures to be attained from various and novel sensations’.40 
In this respect, the retail trade’s expansion was of enormous importance for the growth 
of public enthusiasm and engagement with various popular art forms, particularly 
antique vases. Being sensitive to the shifts in taste that occurred during the 1760s and 
1770s, when the influence of the pottery trade on the market peaked, Wedgwood 
opened his new factory Etruria in the North-East of England in June 1769.  
 
Notably, among Wedgwood’s clientele were the British royal family – King George III 
and Queen Charlotte – as well as Catherine the Great of Russia. Nonetheless, his 
pottery was largely aimed at an expanding market of middle-class consumers who could 
afford to buy his products and enjoy wares with a neo-classical flavour. Furthermore, in 
a period that witnessed the popularity of small but influential circles of patrons of the 
neo-classical arts, Wedgwood marketed his products masterfully. Together with his 
partner Thomas Bentley, he found in Hamilton’s vases the shapes and forms of beauty 
and extravagance that would pique their customers’ interest at once. Moreover, the 
AEGR’s influence was amplified by their products, which in turn introduced designs 
from Hamilton’s vases to a whole new section of the public. Indeed, the opening of 
Etruria, marked by the creation of the ‘First Day’s Vases’ in red encaustic enamel, took 
place just after the first volumes of Hamilton’s collection had been accepted for 
publication, and therefore, had been widely circulated through collectors and 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
39  Alexander Chalmers wrote of Josiah Wedgwood that ‘he brought to a highest perfection and 
established a manufacture that has opened a new scene of extensive commerce, before unknown in this or 
any other country …’; Chalmers, The General Biographical Dictionary, (1812), XXXI, 209.  
40  Craske, ‘Plan and Control: Design and the Competitive Spirit in Early and Mid-Eighteenth-Century 
England’, JDH, (1999), 30. 
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connoisseurs across Europe. Notably, one among them borrowed a painted scene from 
one of the engraved plates of Hamilton’s ‘Meidias Hydria’. 
  
In the eighteenth century, as Clifford has suggested, invention and imitation were 
related rather than mutually exclusive concepts.41 Following Reynolds’s theoretical 
insight into the artistic practice of imitating antiquity, Hamilton’s vases became 
products of a culture in which the original material was developed into forms that 
reflected contemporary desires and exploited antiquity’s artistic and aesthetic 
possibilities. As such, in his seventh discourse, Reynolds admitted that ‘it is generally 
allowed that no man need to be ashamed of copying the Ancients: their works are 
considered as a magazine of common property, always open to the public, whence every 
man has a right to take what he pleases.’42 Moreover, it was probably Bentley’s classical 
education, along with his polished social manners and a network of contacts among the 
highest echelons of London society, that were most influential in Wedgwood’s decision 
to adopt, use and promote classical prototypes during the late 1760s. This professional 
relationship marked a mutual respect and admiration between Wedgwood and 
Hamilton; and with this, the reception of ancient figured vases took on a different 
status.  
 
The most characteristic example of Wedgwood’s production of decorative plaques is the 
one modeled after a design created by John Flaxman (1755–1826) (Fig. 3.4). The 
inspiration for this plaque was an engraving of a calyx-krater in the third volume of 
AEGR (not printed before 1776) and displayed at the British Museum since 1772.43 In 
this case, the reproduction of the original vase in print appeared in a different context, 
while the plaque owes much to the vase both in terms of the design and disposition of 
figures against the dark blue background. Even if Wedgwood saw the vase on display in 
London, they still relied (according to Bentley) on a drawing d’Hancarville sent them 
while the latter was resident in England.44 The two potters did not reproduce the 
physical object itself but preferred instead to copy the painted scene from the front of 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
41  Clifford, ‘Concepts of Invention, Identity and Imitation in the London and Provincial Metal-Working 
Trades, 1750–1800’, JDH, (1999), 255. 
42  Johnson, (ed.), Sir Joshua Reynolds Discourses, (1891), Discourse no. XII. 
43  (BM E460). 
44  Vases and Volcanoes, 184. 
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the vase in the artistic medium of white jasperware, which they were the first to develop. 
The moulded relief was highly praised by Hamilton, who had never seen ‘a bas relief 
executed in the true and simple antique style half so well’.45 Hamilton’s words clearly 
indicate the active encouragement and support that Wedgwood sought from collectors. 
In another letter to Wedgwood and Bentley dated 6 July 1773, Hamilton wrote:  
Your attending more to the beautiful forms of the ancients … than to the 
figures and plain black vases … You cannot conceive how very scarce the true 
ancient Etruscan vases are now … and that of no consequence, my collection 
at the Museum I am sure can never be rivalled.46  
 
In Hamilton’s letter, we see a desire to perpetuate the fame of his collection even after 
its departure from Naples and its display in a different institutional setting. Whereas art 
publications had already begun to reproduce the aesthetic dimensions of ancient 
ceramics in the form of their painted scenes, Hamilton here points to a new direction 
for the reception of his collections. Furthermore, he seems quite surprised in his 
reference to the former’s focus on the material forms of his vases, rather than the 
meaning or history they represented. 
 
 
Fig. 3.4 The Apotheosis of Homer, J. Wedgwood, jasperware relief, c. 1778–1779,  
(37.84 x 18.54 cm), TBM, London 
 
 
 
In his quest for new designs and patterns, Wedgwood sought the help of dignitaries 
who gave him privileged access to their collections (e.g. Sir Roger Newdigate, Sir Watkin 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
45  Quoted in Bindman (ed.), John Flaxman, (1979), 56. 
46  Morrison, Autograph Letters, (1885), no. 2 (6 July 1773, Naples). 
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Williams Wynn, the Dukes of Bedford and Marlborough and Lords Lansdowne and 
Bessborough). Considering the great success of Wedgwood’s enterprise, there was hardly 
any serious or ambitious collector who could refuse such an honour, and the market 
value which would thus be bestowed on his possessions. Similarly, the potter would 
hardly have been opposed to the opportunity to exploit images and forms from a 
celebrated collection of classical art, and transform them into a medium of his own 
aesthetic imagination. In this encounter between ancient works and the modern crafts, 
however, it may be the case that the resultant artworks were more faithful to the artists’ 
perceptions than to the objects’ actual material form. In this sense, the clearest manner 
in which Wedgwood attempted to re-shape interpretation of his sources was not 
imitation but transforming their visual features. Besides, while Wedgwood’s creativity 
was vividly illustrated on decorative plaques, his innovative talent and distinctive 
imagination were more accurately shown in one of his other vase-inspired creations, 
‘The Pegasus Vase’ (Fig. 3.5).  
 
 
Fig. 3.5 The Pegasus Vase, J. Wedgwood, after a 
design by John Flaxman, 1786, jasperware, (45.72 
cm), TBM, London 	  
 
 
 
 
This twofold reconstruction of classical 
Greek antiquity sheds light on the aesthetic 
context of which Hamilton’s vases were 
gradually becoming a part, and also reflects 
their contemporary artistic, commercial and 
institutionalized reception. Based on an idealized interpretation of an antique object, 
the final product is an attempt at reconstruction of the same vase from Hamilton’s 
collection, as mentioned above. Such a process, in which aesthetic appeal had replaced 
antiquarianism and pictorial language, could offer a less objective but rather expressive 
view of classical antiquity. This antiquity, as Vicky Coltman has written, ‘can be 
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cropped, shaped, and made to fit ... the specifications of the patron and the practices of 
the manufacturer’.47 In doing so, the individual work of art based on a form from 
classical antiquity became a useful object of commercial and aesthetic potential. 
Moreover, ‘the markedly stylized art of the Mediterranean’, as Niels von Holst 
remarked, appealed to the northern European elite ‘who had made its acquaintance 
fairly early’.48  
 
 
Fig. 3.6 The Hamilton Vase,  
J. Wedgwood, 1785 (87.31 cm),  
Trustees of the V&A Museum, London 	  
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Wedgwood vases are not just copies 
but a revisualized version of the past, an 
imaginative interpretation in the context 
of neo-classical aesthetics. By isolating 
images from the scenes of Hamilton’s 
figured vases and incorporating them 
into a distinct reconstruction of 
antiquity, I would argue that Wedgwood 
first established and then reinforced several important divisions: between 
antiquarianism and aestheticization, between the collector’s view of the past and the 
connoisseur’s need for social expression, between the manner in which art appeared and 
the ideal to which it conformed, and between the original and the copy. Additionally, in 
an age of burgeoning commercialism, in which both middle and upper classes expressed 
their status through their possessions, this exhibition-viewing approach to the 
reproduction of Hamilton’s Greek vases indicates the extent to which the reception of 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
47  Coltman, Fabricating the Antique, 90. 
48  Holst, Creators, Collectors and Connoisseurs: The Anatomy of Artistic Taste from Antiquity to the Present Day, 
(1976), 183.  
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classical culture was also determined by and dependent on the period’s mania for 
curiosities and ancient art.  
 
Very few of Wedgwood’s shapes were original; rather, the majority were drawn 
principally from engravings. One of the largest of the encaustic painted vases made from 
black basalt at Wedgwood’s factory Etruria is a copy of ‘The Hamilton Vase’ (Fig. 3.6). 
This vase was given star treatment in AEGR, where it was illustrated in no fewer than 
three single black-and-white pages plus two double-page colour engravings. As Hilary 
Young has pointed out, the fact that Wedgwood copied the decoration from 
d’Hancarville’s publication of Hamilton’s vases, and not from the actual vase in the 
British Museum, ‘is proven by his repetition of the engraver’s mistake in running the 
Vitruvian wave pattern under the rim from left to right.49 By the time Wedgwood began 
producing ‘The Hamilton Vase’, D’Hancarville’s volumes were already on the market. 
Wedgwood’s preference for consulting the print interpretation of a painted scene, 
instead of the original displayed at the Museum, thus clearly shows that his methods of 
decoration refined people’s perception of Greek red-figure pottery, then the main 
subject of a renewed interest in classical culture through various publications that were 
already or soon to be available.  
 
The developing interest in antiquity largely took the form of merging modernity with 
classicism. This aesthetic and material relationship enabled the middle and upper classes 
to accept the ideal of artistic progress in their visual relationship with classical art. 
Wedgwood’s approach to antiquity indicated that the artistic and aesthetic reception of 
ancient vases depended not on how much they echoed the original works but on how a 
grand relationship with antiquity was being constructed, between an image decoded 
from the past and arts and crafts as practised in the present. Wedgwood tried to inspire 
taste by cultivating designs from Hamilton’s vases; that is, increasing their material and 
artistic value beyond their original state, or at least to enhance the popularity and value 
of the originals more than d’Hancarville’s AEGR had been able to do. In a world where 
visual concepts of antiquity were of supreme importance in the aestheticization and 
reception of ancient art, this mimetic element reached beyond the concept of art as 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
49  Young, The Genius of Wedgwood, (1995), 60. 
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simple material products of the past. As a result, the contemporary cultural and artistic 
status of the original work would be shaped and influenced by the emerging new means 
of reproducing the past.  
 
Considering the relationship of Renaissance craftsmen and antiquity, Barkan notes that 
the act of reproducing an ancient work was always partly informed by the system of 
relations, to which draughtsmanship was central.50 In Wedgwood’s case, however, the 
interpretation of Hamilton’s vases took for granted that their forms and the visual 
characteristics of their painted scenes would be reinterpreted, as a validation of the 
chosen artefacts’ artfulness. This system of conceptualized interconnections and artistic 
exchanges defines the very terms in which antiquity was artistically and visually 
reconstructed and received in the late eighteenth century. As part of this, the learned 
craftsman was represented not as a practitioner who entered the history of art but as an 
individual who placed himself into an alternative narrative of classical forms and design, 
based both on his own imagination and material as well as his conceptual 
understanding of antiquity.  
 
3. 2. 2 
The Courtauld Family 
 
As part of these artistic narratives and production process, it was figures from 
Hamilton’s ‘Meidias Hydria’ which were again transferred from the pages of AEGR into 
another medium, in this instance onto a set of silverware commissioned by the 
Courtauld family (Fig. 3.7).51 Nathaniel Curzon [Lord Scarsdale] (1726–1804) was the 
man responsible for this commission. As an amateur classicist and passionate collector 
of books, he followed d’Hancarville’s suggestion to ‘make an agreeable present to our 
Manufacturers of earthenware … and to those who make vases in silver …’ and ‘…to 
draw ideas which their ability and taste will know how to improve to their advantage.’52 
Thus, the engraved figures on the silver vases are based on the plates from AEGR both 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
50  Barkan, Unearthing the Past. 
51  According to Leslie Hatfield, the set of three silver vases is the ‘only known surviving set with engraved 
figural decoration in imitation of Greek painting’; Hatfield, ‘A Set of English Condiment Vases from 
Kedleston Hall’, M Bulletin (MFA, Boston), (1981), 4. 
52  AEGR, I, xviii. 
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in shape and decoration (Fig. 3.8);53 however, they were more freely adapted, and their 
arrangement was quite different from that shown in Hamilton’s catalogue source. 
Scarsdale might have seen Wedgwood’s ‘first day vases’ in his London showrooms and 
must have been quite excited to own a copy of something that attracted antiquarian 
attention as well as carrying artistic significance.  
 
Either way, the above examples vividly indicate the high demand for such objects, which 
either reproduced forms, figures and shapes from a single source or combined forms 
and decorations autonomously.54 In his observations on his journey through Italy, 
Hester Piozzi remarks that the quality and availability of Neapolitan arts are quite 
characteristic of the appropriation of ancient vases by contemporary craftsmanship: 
The works of art here at Naples are neither very numerous nor very 
excellent … Every dish and plate, however, being the portrait … of some 
famous Etruscan vases … with an account of its supposed story engraved 
neatly round the figure makes it interesting and elegant …55  
 
The extent of this success, as well as Hamilton’s fondness for the value of his vases, can 
be seen in a letter to his nephew. Discussing the importance of his new collection, he 
also speaks of the potential profit if ‘Wedgwood had this collection two years in his 
possession’.56 This reinforces the impression that Hamilton believed his vases might 
hold a more significant and fruitful trading value than had hitherto been supposed. 
Moreover, Wedgwood’s innovative approach to the de-contextualization of material 
forms taken from ancient ceramics is also a prime indicator of the extent to which 
Hamilton’s wishes for his collection would have soon been realized.  
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
53  The painted scene on the vase depicts Heracles seated on his Lion skin in the Garden of Hesperides 
with Iolaos. 
54  Another independent approach to utilizing the painted scenes on Hamilton’s vases was by the 
Giustiniani brothers. In their work, the original vase was considered as a background but not to be 
imitated faithfully (e.g. eliminating some figures from the original scenes); see Martino, ‘The 
Reinterpretation of the Antiquity and the Progress of the Arts: The “Etruscan service” of Giustiniani 
Brothers’, in Maria Petras (ed.), Hancarville und die Hamiltonsche Vasensammlung, (2005), 41–46. 
55  Piozzi, Observations and Reflections made in the Course of a Journey Through France, Italy, and Germany, 
(1789), II, 178. 
56  Morrison, Autograph Letters, no. 185, (21 September 1790, Naples). 	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Fig. 3.7 Condiment Vase (Silver), Louisa 
Courtauld and George Cowles, 1771–1772, (20.3 
x 10.2 cm).  
Trustees of the MFA, Boston 
 
 
Fig. 3.8 Red-figured Attic hydria, ‘The 
Meidias Hydria’, d’Hancarville, AEGR, I, 
pl. 127, GRI 
 
 
 
Wedgwood’s huge contribution to the greater admiration, appreciation and influence of 
Greek vases has been very thoroughly explored in recent years. Nevertheless, the 
importance of certain aesthetic and material dimensions of this contribution in the 
context of Hamilton’s first vase collection have been briefly summarized here in order to 
create a complete picture of their biography and reception by art and culture around 
1800. Considering the presence of Hamilton’s vases in various publications of this 
particular period, it is also interesting to note that while drawings and commentaries of 
various art books and vase catalogues suggest that scholars’ principal interest was the 
iconography of the vases and the evidence it yielded for understanding ancient rituals, 
beliefs and mythology, contemporary craftsmanship looked favourably upon the 
material qualities of ancient art. In other words, whereas the intellectual climate of the 
late eighteenth century gave primacy to the text and images in order to explain and 
clarify particular practices and ancient customs, the de-contextualization of Hamilton’s 
vases by Wedgwood and Courtauld introduced something new: a dynamic that would 
prove the interconnectedness of Hamilton’s grand vision for his vases and their real 
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potential in bringing the learned consumer close to the ancient civilizations of Greece 
and Rome.  
 
Although artists, scholars and authors integrated antiquities into an understanding of 
the reception of the past through time, and thus influenced subsequent artistic 
production, the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries were about to produce 
another view of antiquity. In this view, the intrinsic nature of objects could be materially 
and aesthetically approached, reinterpreted and perceived in their proper context. The 
art of painting would transform taste and material culture, and refine society’s 
perception of the motives, purposes and aspirations of collectors and connoisseurs. 
Thus, in respect to Hamilton’s vases, I will aim to show the extent to which they have 
been able to construct an aesthetic and visual narrative of ancient cultures closely 
associated with socio-cultural discourses of connoisseurship and dilettantism. 
 
3. 3 
Hamilton’s vases and artistic practice (c. 1770s–1780s) 
 
While taste, aesthetics and historical consciousness can often be found in certain modes 
of cultural expression, whether textual or material, they are not concisely defined in the 
existing literature on the reception of art or in Hamilton studies. Unlike their role in 
print culture, which was examined in the previous chapter of this thesis, works of art do 
not communicate meaning in the same way as historical texts, but are instead associated 
with a visual network of aesthetic juxtapositions and with the art-historical (if not 
archaeological/antiquarian) context in which they were produced. In Stephanoff’s 
aquarelles, for instance, ancient pots have been liberated from the privacy of an 
individual’s residence and become monumental evidence of art-historical developments 
that lasted more than a century. Furthermore, by positioning Hamilton’s vases and 
Elgin’s marbles in a unified ordering of pictorial evidence of antiquarianism and taste, 
Stephanoff gave them a different meaning, within an aesthetic and historical dimension. 
The way that the aesthetic, conceptual and institutional frame embraced these particular 
artworks shows the manner in which they were considered to be prominent media 
examples of a visual discourse in which objects were more important than text. As 
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Thomas Hope (1769–1831) wrote in The Dictator (1805): ‘representation by word is 
inferior in strength to representation by images … [images] are capable of expressing 
sentiments … which can never be delineated by the pencil’.57 
 
Although a linguistic analogy could be applied to the ancient material world through its 
limitless re-interpretation in print culture, the artistic production of the 1770s imposed 
limits on the perception of an object’s materiality and historical authenticity. Paintings 
became the medium in which the difference between social meanings and aesthetic 
qualities were established, but not extensively developed. In this section, therefore, I will 
argue that paintings, as a form of contemporary production, do not contain an abstract 
essence of socio-cultural relations to material culture, but rather are part of a framework 
of possible connections between the object itself, its social identity and the collector’s 
voice. The paintings examined here are chosen mainly because they are characteristic 
and unique examples that feature certain vases which were in Hamilton’s collection 
while he was still the British representative to the Neapolitan Bourbon Court. Yet, 
although these paintings have been discussed in various scholarly and art-historical 
accounts, my intention here is quite different. Rather than focusing on the extent to 
which classical art becomes a vehicle for understanding the context of their creation, I 
am more interested in those aesthetic and material discourses between artefacts and 
space that frame the pictorial appropriation of certain objects from Hamilton’s 
collection. But unlike those who examine classical imagery as a tool for reconstructing 
and fabricating elite identity I suggest that the presence of certain objects from 
Hamilton’s collection in Joshua Reynolds’ work did appropriate classical models in 
order to re-create and disseminate a socio-cultural identity both for the sitter(s) and 
artefacts themselves. Thus, in contrast to the presence and reception of Hamilton’s vases 
by print culture, as previously examined, I will argue that objects were mainly placed in a 
hierarchy according to their aesthetic value, in which their socio-cultural role and 
historical significance, rather than their narrative character and the content of the 
scenes painted on their surfaces, was the main if not only criterion for their inclusion.  
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
57  Quoted in Ernst, ‘Frames at Work’, 482.  
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3. 3. 1 
Joshua Reynolds and Hamilton 
 
Although his reputation as a man of taste and learning was alluded to in an early 
portrait by Sir Joshua Reynolds, Hamilton did not commission another portrait before 
the sale of his collection to the British Museum. It was only in the mid-1770s that 
Hamilton was occupied with the idea of replacing his existing portrait at the British 
Museum, a work by the Scottish painter David Allan (1744–1796).58 Significantly, 
Allan’s painting (Fig. 3.9) had not been commissioned by Hamilton but was presented 
to the British Museum by the artist himself. Moreover, Allan had been highly impressed 
by the Museum’s acquisition of the Hamilton vases. He wrote from Rome in 1775 that 
considering Hamilton’s ‘great ingenuity and merit in making such a Noble Collection of 
interesting and beautiful monuments … rightly placed at the B. Museum has induced 
me to think that a portrait of the worthy collector might … find a place in that 
Collection.’59  	  
The painting is dominated by the elegant figure of Hamilton shown in his full regalia as 
a Knight of the Order of the Bath. He is holding presumably diplomatic papers, and 
stands next to a Pompeiian-type table with lion-head supports. Through the open 
window, which is apparently in his Neapolitan palazzo, Vesuvius is seen in the middle-
distance, dramatically smoking. Among the objects featured in the painting, the rich 
decoration of which heightened its formality and purpose, there are a number of items 
that Hamilton sold to the British Museum in 1772. These include a ‘The Hamilton 
Vase’ which stands behind him, on the upper shelf of a cabinet. As such, the object 
signifies a network of social relationships and cultural associations that were part of 
Hamilton’s ambassadorial life at that time. It stands between the discovery of ancient 
pots as (archaeological) artefacts and the moment when they became known to wider 
parts of contemporary society. It seems likely that this process aimed to highlight its 
value as a collectable and indicator of social esteem, rather than as a witness of the past.  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
58  Allan visited Naples annually from 1768 to 1770, where he enjoyed the patronage of Sir William 
Hamilton; see Ingamells, A Dictionary, 14–15; see also Vases and Volcanoes, 106.  
59  BM, Original Papers, (1743–1946), CE. 4/I, 293v, 6 October 1775. 
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Fig. 3.9 Sir William Hamilton, D. Allan, oil on canvas, 1775, (226 x 180.3 cm), Trustees of the 
NPG, London 
 
 
 
After he sat for Allan, Hamilton still wanted to be portrayed in a more distinguished 
and intellectual manner by an artist with greater fame and presumably finer technique. 
There was no-one more suited to meet Hamilton’s requirements than Sir Joshua 
Reynolds. The English portraitist was a master in giving his portraits a sense of 
continuity with the English aristocrats and he was already familiar with actual Greek 
and Roman antiquities, as he had visited Italy and experienced its classical and 
Renaissance past long before Hamilton set foot in Naples. As a talented portraitist who 
had ‘that deep insight into human character’,60 Reynolds (then in his forties) was already 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
60  Pulling, Sir Joshua Reynolds, (1880), 14. 
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qualified to promote the self-esteem and the public image of his sitters. Many of the 
other elite sitters were ‘the most illustrious thinkers, writers and actors’ of the age,61 but 
there were not so many passionate collectors and lovers of antiquity.  
 
The painting (Fig. 3.10) features Hamilton sitting very comfortably above rich red 
draperies and next to a large window in his residence in Naples.62 The setting is 
probably the ‘Balkonzimmer’63 that Tischbein refers to in his memoirs, where the 
British ambassador displayed his noble diligence as a collector and connoisseur. 
Hamilton, wearing again the regalia of the Order of the Bath, is holding a volume of his 
published collection and is portrayed as being concerned but still satisfied and proud of 
the result of this lengthy and costly project. While Vesuvius is again seen smoking in the 
distance, Hamilton is accompanied by some of the vases acquired by the British 
Museum in 1772, including the celebrated ‘Medias Hydria’. More persuasively than 
Allan’s portrait, Reynolds represents the official entry of a young but not wealthy 
aristocrat into the exclusive circle of the nobility, as well as his establishment as an active 
participant in an intense and swiftly developing British culture of collecting. It also 
provides a telling insight into the artist’s approach to the appropriation of Hamilton’s 
image and his vases, both as an antiquarian and a man of taste. 
 
Reynolds’s painting, which was finished and hung in the Museum in 1782, 
characteristically illustrates that one way of creating value in objects was to apply 
contemporary standards of taste and social status to the physical appearance of ancient 
material culture. The striking appearance of the hydria in the context of a collector’s 
cabinet with geographical and stylistic associations attached to its provenance, biography 
and the material manifestation of intellectual value conveys significant appeal even to 
those who do not know its story.  
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
61  Penny, (ed.), Reynolds, (1986), 43.  
62  For a description of the painting, see also Vases and Volcanoes, 176. 
63  Schiller, Aus Meinem Leben von J. H. W. Tischbein, (1861), 290. 
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Fig. 3.10 Sir William Hamilton, J. Reynolds, oil on canvas, 1777–1782, (255.3 x 175.2cm) 
Trustees of the NPG, London. The Meidias hydria is shown in yellow circle.  
 
 
 
In Hamilton’s portrait, ancient art has its place within, and contributes to, accepted 
canons of visual aesthetics; these derived essentially from the form of the object as well 
as from its associations with the portrayed collector. This was in accordance with the 
accepted paradigms structuring European thought about, and treatment of, art and 
culture during the late eighteenth century – especially in the case of certain types of 
portraiture and the social conditions that moulded it.64 Jonathan Richardson’s Essay on 
The Theory of Painting touches on the subject of portraiture in the broader context of 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
64  Pompeo Batoni’s portraits of young visitors to Italy with an emblematic use of classical antiquities is 
quite characteristic. 
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history painting. ‘Painting’, he wrote, ‘gives not only the persons, but the characters of 
great men’. Richardson treats portrait paintings as a literary art, ‘to improve and instruct 
us’ and to ‘excite proper sentiments and reflections’.65 As Andrew Wilton remarks, it 
was in the studio of an ‘essentially Richardsonian’ artist, Thomas Hudson (1701–1779), 
that Reynolds first worked in London.66 Echoing much of what Richardson had said, 
and despite the evident importance of portraiture in English life, Reynolds emphasized 
in his fourth Discourse the intellectual and creative pre-eminence of historical painting – 
those areas in which portraiture and history overlap.67 
 
Allan pictured Hamilton in the grand and impressive style of a noble politician with a 
rather harsh attitude, and his tall but elegant figure dominates the whole portrait. 
Reynolds, however, gave Hamilton a more intimate personal image than he might have 
proposed for himself. Reynolds was more inclined than Allan to draw attention to his 
characteristics as a gentleman and virtuoso and to reflect on how the mode in which he 
was dressed helped establish his socio-cultural role. Hamilton’s image successfully alerts 
us to the ways in which the artistic practice of the later eighteenth century was 
intimately embedded in the social fabric and visual aesthetics of a given culture, as well 
as to the social networks and cultural exchanges between artist and subject. As 
Greifenhangen has put it, ‘this picture shows from the very first moment that Hamilton 
was not an ephemeral friend of antiquity’.68 It is more likely, though, that Reynolds’s 
aim was to depict Hamilton in an enterprise of an intellectual rather than professional 
nature; not as an antiquarian interested purely in the acquisition and classification of 
antiquities but rather as a collector whose enthusiasm arose from a desire to live among 
classical objects.  
 
Reynolds proved to be an expert in portraying the social ideals inherent in late 
eighteenth-century connoisseurship, as well as contrasting Hamilton with his possessions 
in order to understand the enlightened man behind the objects and vice versa. By 
showing Hamilton holding the first volume of his AEGR, the English master appears to 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
65  Richardson, An Essay on The Theory of Painting, (1715), 5–6. 
66  Wilton, The Swagger Portrait: Grand Manner Portraiture in Britain from Van Dyck to Augustus John 1630–
1930, (1992), 39. 
67  Johnson, Reynolds Discourses, (10 December 1771), 117. 
68  Greifenhangen, ‘Griechische Vasen auf Bildnissen der Zeit Winckelmann’s’, 216. 
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be more aware of his subject’s pre-occupation with ancient vases. He also presents 
Hamilton’s publishing project as part of a more literal attitude towards culture. 
However, it is no coincidence that the French artist Laurent Pécheux (1729–1821) 
reproduced the ‘Meidias Hydria’ in a highly aestheticized drawing, and thus, rearranged 
the whole scene to create ‘a visual illusion of space’.69 This imagined visual equivalence 
between eighteenth-century aesthetics, ancient art and the Renaissance is likely to be the 
reason for the prominence of this particular piece from Hamilton’s collection in 
Reynolds’s painting. Winckelmann’s imprimatur70 and the reproduction of the scenes as 
great icons of taste in eighteenth-century decorative arts probably influenced Reynolds’s 
choice of that particular artefact. As one of the foremost portraitists of his time, 
Reynolds realised that an artistic approach to the structural principles of classical 
painting could both preserve classical concepts and ideas and turn artefacts into real 
works of art.71 Whether it was Reynolds’s or Hamilton’s choice to sit next to this object, 
it meant that the interpretation of the vase’s socio-cultural value should not conceal its 
aesthetic and artistic significance; its inclusion in this work would lead the viewer 
towards d’Hancarville’s reinterpretation of concepts from ancient craftsmanship and 
material form.  
 
The air of cosmopolitan breeding which Hamilton learned to like in Naples is tellingly 
presented in Reynolds’ painting. The distant view of Vesuvius is intended to suggest the 
sitter’s familiarity with the Italian landscape and a deep knowledge of volcanoes. Above 
all, however, the image testifies to a general interest in Greco-Roman antiquities, which 
was also of Reynolds’ desire to record, as they did others before him. A similar portrait 
of Lord Brudenel, Marquis of Monthermer (1735–1770)72 by Mengs is quite 
characteristic of that style of portraiture that developed before Reynolds and to, an 
extent, dominated the art scene of the third quarter of the eighteenth century. Mengs 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
69  AEGR, I, pl. 127–130; II, pl. 142–143, 166–168.  
70  Winckelmann’s admiration of the hydria as ‘the very highest specimen of drawing which has been 
preserved to us in the works of the ancients …’, is quite characteristic; Winckelmann, (Lodge, tranls.), The 
History of Ancient Art, 397–398. 
71  Richard Wendorf points out that ‘the professional career that Reynolds so quickly and deftly 
established was grounded not only in raw talent and carefully honed social skills, but … in a shrewd 
knowledge and manipulation of the marketplace of art’; Wendorf, Sir Joshua Reynolds: The Painter in 
Society, (1996), 88. 
72  See Ingamells, Dictionary, 148–149.	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showed Brudenel whole-length (Fig. 3.12) in his study before a bust of Cicero, 
translating the sitter’s status as a patron of the arts, intellectual and collector. This 
translation is of essence in Reynolds’ style and can also be viewed in terms of a symbolic 
approach to the use of material culture in his portraits. A splendid example of such an 
approach is the portrait of George Augustus Eliott, Lord Heathfield (1717–1790) 
painted by Reynolds in 1787 (Fig. 3.11). Wearing what is presumably the ribbon and 
star of the Order of the Bath, Heathfield is shown at Gibraltar during the siege, 
symbolically holding the key to the fortress. As in the case of Hamilton’s portrait, object, 
pose and pattern of the sitter’s figure all constitute Reynolds’ concern to emulate a 
personality and reinforce the message of material culture and its symbolic value.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.11 (left) Lord Heathfield of Gibraltar, J. Reynolds, 
1787, (142 x 113.5 cm), NPG, London 
Fig. 3.12 (right) Lord Brudenell, A. R. Mengs, 1758, 
(252 x 178 cm), taken from Barroero and Mazzocca 
(eds.), Pompeo Batoni 1708–1787, (2008)  
 
 
 
 
 
Hamilton was very well aware of the effect that a painting by Reynolds would have and 
he certainly wanted to use it maximise the commercial success of his published 
collection. Although he had little experience in publishing, he knew enough to realise 
that he required a successful advertising campaign. To achieve true commercial success, 
he thus employed another device: portraiture became the substitute for widespread 
distribution thanks to the ever-growing number of visitors to London and the British 
Museum, where his portrait was hung. In Reynolds’s painting in particular, there are no 
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abstract references to the origin of the artefact and its primary classical use, as there were 
in AEGR.  This is exactly the case with the manner in which Hamilton’s hydria was 
viewed, understood in, and appropriated by a different context from the one in which it 
was found in Naples and interpreted in AEGR. Therefore, aesthetic appreciation of an 
object seems to have been part of the process of understanding and bestowing a socio-
historical value on works of art. This process has the potential to change received ideas 
and attitudes towards material culture. It can also influence whether or not aesthetics 
and taste permeate material culture and the narratives of ancient art. This oppositional 
view of material culture is more clearly demonstrated in another portrait by Reynolds, 
which finds similarities with a new type of picture that came into fashion towards the 
close of the 1720s: the so-called ‘conversation piece’.73 Hamilton was elected to the 
Society of Dilettanti in 1770, and one of a pair of Reynolds’ portraits (consisting of two 
groups), may have been intended to illustrate Hamilton’s reception into the Society on 
2 March of that year. 	  
 
3. 3. 2 
Joshua Reynolds and the Dilettanti 
 
Founded in 1732 as a dining club for gentlemen with a desire to perpetuate the cultural 
pursuits associated with the Grand Tour, the Society of Dilettanti had already shown 
great interest in promoting the arts and sponsoring archaeological expeditions.74 The 
society encouraged gentlemen of relatively modest means as well as some of the richest 
men in Britain to mix on equal and familiar terms. This equality of members is one of 
the themes of Reynolds’s portrait, painted in 1777 (Fig. 3.13).75 Hamilton might have 
come from relatively modest background, but in the picture he figures on equal terms 
with much more wealthy and powerful men. Moreover, the tension  in the portrait 
between Hamilton’s enthusiastic and devoted antiquarianism and the influence of a 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
73  This type of pictures usually represent a number of persons with a certain degree of informality and at 
ease among themselves, ‘not stiffly posed for the benefit of the painter’; Waterhouse, Painting in Britain, 
(1978), 188. 
74  On the Society of Dilettanti, see Cust and Colvin (eds.), History of the Society of Dilettanti; Redford, 
Dilettanti, (pp. 97–112 discuss the Dilettanti portrait); and Kelly, The Society of Dilettanti. 
75  There is no agreement on how the Dilettanti inteded to display the painting and how this could have 
affected its meaning. The closest to the late eighteenth-century evidence is from a drawing by T. H. 
Sheperd from 1841, which appeared in Kelly, The Society of Dilettanti, 209. 
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controversial76 but culturally productive gentleman’s club was generated by these 
gentlemen’s proven common interest in both arts and the classical world. The painting 
features Hamilton sitting in the centre and wearing the Order of the Bath, while 
pointing to plate 60 in the first volume of his AEGR. Six other members of the Society 
surround Hamilton toasting the British ambassador while admiring his splendid 
volume; however, although the collector isn’t aware of it, those other men behind him 
are actually raising their glasses to a lady’s garter that has been produced for general 
inspection by the fellow standing at the left. None of them seems interested in the 
culture that was brought to life by a fellow member and is on show in front of them.  
 
The portrait emphasizes the Society’s status as both a repository for information about 
material culture from the past, and a developing network by means of which active 
Fellows kept in touch with each other and disseminated their interests. It also proposed 
ideas about the nature of taste throughout the century, which helped make the 
discovery and reproduction of those classical models of various forms and materials that 
they were considered to be aesthetically beautiful, a driving force behind eighteenth-
century antiquarianism, connoisseurship and dilettantism. The case of the vase on the 
table in the portrait is quite strange, however, and illustrates how the artist’s responses 
to the representation of classical motifs and forms differed. It seems that Reynolds 
wished to include in the Dilettanti’s portrait something from Hamilton’s collection, 
which would be appropriate given the celebratory circumstances of his election. Thus, 
Sir Williams-Watkin Wynn (1749–1789) points to a pelike, which has been placed next 
to Hamilton’s catalogue.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
76  Horace Walpole wrote to Horace Mann 14 April 1743 that the Dilettanti was nothing more than ‘a 
club, for which the nominal qualification is having been in Italy, and the real one being drunk’; Lewis, 
Walpole’s Correspondence, XVIII, 211.  
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Fig. 3.13 Members of the Society of Dilettanti, W. Say after J. Reynolds (1777), print, 1812–1816, 
(57.9 cm), TBM, London. Hamilton is shown as the central figure, gesturing to a plate in the 
first volume of his AEGR. Around him are many other members of the Dilettanti Society, with 
whom Hamilton shared a commitment to the improvement of the arts in Britain. Among them, 
Sir Watkin Williams-Wynn is standing in the left of the picture wearing the ‘toga’ as President 
for the evening.     
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Fig. 3.14 Red-figured Attic calyx-krater, d’Hancarville, AEGR, II, pl. 37, GRI 
 
 
 
A closer look at the painted scene on the vase, however, suggests that the theme was 
borrowed from a calyx-krater, which may have been interpreted quite impressively in the 
second volume of AEGR but was never in Hamilton’s possession (Fig. 3.14). From his 
adaptation of the scene on the krater, which according to Passeri (Fig. 3.15) was 
correctly documented to have come from the Museo Nazionale in Bologna,77 Reynolds 
chose to transform the scene by copying only the two young men on the right (one with 
a flute and another singing from a two-step podium) on another, more appropriate vase-
form for this portrait.78 Therefore, his use of the painting independent of the vase may 
indicate that he was working from other secondary sources. Given the popularity of 
Hamilton’s volumes at that time and the nature of this portrait, we may assume that 
AEGR was almost certainly Reynolds’ source for the scene, although he felt no 
compulsion to remain accurate to the original shape.  Also, given the size of the calyx-
krater, the design would not fit readily and aesthetically on the table. This possibility, 
however, might not have been the main reason for Reynolds’s decision to depict an 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
77  Beazley, Attic Red-Figure Vase-Painters, 1158. 
78  An odd aspect of various scholarly accounts of this portrait in the context of Hamilton studies is only 
how they describe, but then apparently miss, identifying what Reynolds might actually have done. 
Redford omits to mention this peculiarity. He agrees, however, that the subject of a winged Nike 
garlanding a victorious athlete was illustrated in the second volume of AEGR. In the same passage, there 
is no reference though neither to this aesthetic modification of forms and pictorial elements nor to the 
possibility that Reynolds might have copied the scene from another vase; Redford, Dilettanti, 101. The 
same applies also to Kelly’s account on the portrait; Kelly, The Society of Dilettanti, 207–215.  
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unrealistic material version of a vase. While there is no direct evidence of it, we may 
assume that Hamilton agreed to such a depiction, even though it would have been 
much more appropriate to be portrayed next to his own possessions. 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.15 Red-figured Attic calyx-krater, 
Passeri, Picturae Etruscorum, (1767), I, pl. 7, 
BRKU 	  	  	  	  	  
Understanding how objects came to 
matter either physically, aesthetically or 
socially in Reynolds’s portraits is another 
way of understanding how they were 
intentionally valued for artists’ own 
perceptions of antiquity. Additionally, the 
symbolism of a certain artistic practice in 
regard to the presence of material culture 
in a gentleman’s gathering, and its 
connection with Reynolds’s view of 
antiquity, has not been carefully considered in scholarship yet. Following his artistic 
theory on imitating antiquity, Reynolds was keen to view the material culture of the past 
as a ‘magazine of common property, always open to the public, whence every man has a 
right to take what materials he pleases’.79 Reynolds could have found in his Dilettanti 
portrait a chance to express in practice his ‘endeavour to improve what he is 
appropriating to his own work’ as a ‘perpetual of the mind, a continual invention’.80 His 
voice and own practice is central to understanding the various approaches in the 
transmission of the painted scenes on the original vases into another artistic medium.   
Reynolds’s last portrait stands out as an example both of the Dilettanti’s artistic 
patronage, and of Hamilton’s contribution to the discovery and study of ancient vases. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
79  Johnson, Reynolds Discourses, VI, (10 December 1774), 162. 
80  Johnson, op. cit. (note 79), 163. 
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In contrast with Hamilton’s previous portraits by himself and Allan, which point out 
the artefact’s aesthetic and contextual value, the Dilettanti portrait represents the shift 
from a culture of marble-mania (see introduction) to a different collecting habit. The 
first two examples focus on the principal value of an object in purely aesthetic terms, as 
well as the object’s contribution to an understanding of the culture that produced it. 
The value of the latter, however, lies in the notion that artefacts are not always a mere 
reflection of society as a whole, but rather that they serve as proof both of the past and 
the knowledge of the people encountered in sharing that knowledge – that is, the 
Dilettanti themselves.  
 
 
3. 4 
Hamilton’s vases and artistic practice (after c. 1800)  
 
From the Renaissance onwards, there had been innumerable paintings and drawings 
depicting ancient works of art. Yet, the emphasis had been on famous statues and 
various other marble artworks and architectural ruins. Ancient vases were much less 
popular if they were noticed at all. Since the archaeological discoveries in southern Italy 
after the mid eighteenth-century, however, their value was neither restricted to the 
painted subjects (which were thought to be allegorical) nor to their shape and form, 
which were to provide contemporary artists with models of taste. Rather, they were also 
beginning to gain a value as decorative elements. In a passage from his Italian Journey, 
Goethe wrote from Naples in March 1787: 
In our Northern countries we know such things [vases] … only from single 
specimens: seen here, where they belong, and in profusion, they look quite 
different. For where works of art are rare, rarity itself is a value … Large 
sums are currently being paid for Etruscan vases and, to be sure … Every 
foreigner wants to possess one … I am afraid that I myself will be tempted.81  
 
3. 4. 1 
Adam Buck 
 
The distinguishable life histories of certain vases from Hamilton’s collection may have 
been a major factor in maintaining their cultural and social identities. This is especially 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
81  Goethe, Italian Journey, 196–197.  
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the case with the ‘Meidias Hydria’, which, apart from Hamilton’s portrait by Reynolds, 
was situated, used and appropriated in several other aesthetic and cultural contexts in 
which ancient art appeared, although merely as a decorative element. A family painting 
by Adam Buck (1759–1833) is another example of the extent to which ancient art was 
received, used and interpreted in the early nineteenth century (Fig. 3.16). Jenkins has 
given a brief but quite comprehensive analysis of the portrait particularly in relation to 
the pots featured there and it is not my intention to repeat this discussion. However, my 
focus on certain pieces from Hamilton’s vase collection aims to address the subject 
critically, and with more emphasis on the extent to which the objects were differently 
appropriated and received by various artists and contemporary aesthetics. Considering 
this, a new interpretation of the subject also helps to consider and contrast some of the 
insights afforded by the various aesthetic approaches towards Greek vases before and 
after 1800.  
 	  
Fig. 3.16 Portrait of a family 
with a bust of a deceased 
child, A. Buck, watercolor 
on board, 1813, (45.5 x 43 
cm), Yale Center for British 
Art, New Haven 
 
 
 
 
 
As a collector of Greek 
vases, Buck was greatly 
influenced by the Greek 
revival and he preferred 
to include Greek vases, 
sculpture and Greek-
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inspired furniture in his portraits.  This inclination is clearly shown in the portrait, 
which presumably shows Thomas Hope and his family.82 Apart from the marble bust 
depicting a child on the right-hand side of the painting and a Dionysiac terracotta relief 
that appears above the gentleman’s head, ten Greek vases of various sizes and forms are 
depicted in an arched niche (columbaria), and there is a framed semi-vaulted inner 
pediment on the wall – a fashionable alternative to library shelves for the display of art 
objects. Of these objects, two can be identified as part of Hamilton’s first collection: the 
‘Meidias Hydria’ on the far left and a calyx-krater, the fourth vessel from the right, were 
selected as tokens of Greek culture, and essentially as an alternative to sculpture as 
decorative art. In this particular type of portraiture,83 Hamilton’s vases once more played 
an important role, especially in declaring the intellectual aspirations and taste of a 
wealthy middle-class gentleman. By choosing two of the most celebrated and favourably 
interpreted vases from the Hamilton collection, Buck did not intend to present himself 
– or his sitter – as a collector in the true sense of the word, but rather to respond to 
fashion by portraying him as a man who had taste, learning and aesthetic appreciation 
of classical ceramics.  
 
 
It is no accident that Buck chose another vase from Hamilton’s first collection for an 
undated portrait (Fig. 3.17) of an unidentified woman, dressed in Grecian style with 
curled hair, and a child. The painter enriched the setting with a volute-krater whose 
scene was adapted from a South-Italian podanipter formerly in the Hamilton collection 
(Fig. 3.18).84 As Reynolds had shown in the Dilettanti portrait, Buck transferred this 
particular scene onto a vessel of his choice, rather than depicting its original shape. 
Considering Buck’s particular selection, we can presume that his intention was to 
imaginatively interpret a favourite scene of his own in a different artistic context and 
form. Significantly, the scene on the vase, depicting a female whose hair is tied in a 
bunch, a characteristic of Buck’s technique of employing an ‘antique’ style, had not yet 
been reproduced on canvas or paper apart from the first volume of AEGR. Given this 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
82   Noon, English Portrait Drawings and Miniatures, (1979), 93–96; however, it was later suggested that the 
sitters might be Adam Buck himself and his family; see Jenkins, ‘Adam Buck and the Vogue for Greek 
Vases’, 449.  
83  The painting belongs to a distinct category of ‘conversation piece that became popular particularly in 
Holland, about the turn of the century’; Noon, op. cit. (note 82), 94.  
84  (BM F462); see also AEGR,  I, pl. 45. 
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fact, which has not been mentioned in the literature before, I would also add that the 
unavailability of the scene in other media could have been what inspired Buck’s own 
artistic creativity and curiosity. This is supported by his choice to interpret a painted 
scene from a vase that was already exhibited at the British Museum into another shape, 
since he had the option of extending his range of choices either by copying from AEGR 
or from the originals at the British Museum. The popularity of this particular form and 
its impressive size for a Greek vessel must have considerably influenced Buck’s own 
preference for this particular type of vessel, standing in a niche of its own on a circular 
red-brown pedestal, underneath an Etruscan bronze mirror that has been enlarged and 
adapted into a sculptural relief.  
 
 
Fig. 3.17 Anonymous woman and child with antiquities in the background, A. Buck,  
water-colour, c. 1820,  (41.3 x 31.6 cm), TBM, London 
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Fig. 3.18 
Apulian (Greek) podanipter, 330–310BC, 
(11,43 x 41.91), TBM, London 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.19 Drawings, A. Buck, 
1811, ‘Greek vase in the 
collection of Sir Henry 
Englefield’, The Board of 
Trinity College, Dublin 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Buck’s intimacy with classical art was not demonstrated only in his portraits. As a result 
of his interest, he published a prospectus for a book on Greek vase painting entitled 
Proposal for publishing by subscription one hundred engravings from paintings on Greek vases 
which have never been published; drawn and etched by Adam Buck from private collections now 
in England (1811). Intended to continue a similar compilation of the work executed by 
Hamilton, and already appearing both in AEGR and CEAV, the project was to include 
painted scenes on Greek vases in British private collections drawn and engraved by 
himself.  
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Fig. 3.20 Drawings, A. Buck, 1811, The Board of Trinity College, Dublin 
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Although Greek pottery was in high demand, Buck failed to publish his material – 
presumably because of a lack of subscribers and limited public interest in his work.85 
Nonetheless, his work is worthy of attention because it provides another record of the 
artistic reception of classical culture as influenced by Hamilton’s collection. Among the 
more than 150 outline drawings, there are 35 taken from 28 vases in Hamilton’s own 
collection. The album, which is held at the Library of the Trinity College in Dublin, 
consists of large pen-and-ink drawings of figures from Greek vases, many of which are 
strengthened with a wash of sepia and some of which are in vivid colours (Fig. 3.19). 
Following, and presumably influenced by, Tischbein’s work in CEAV, Buck consistently 
simplified the drawings into firm black and white outlines in his finished engravings, in 
which the figures are executed in the exact same arrangement as those on the original 
vases. 
 
Interestingly, the drawing shown here illustrates a particular scene from a vase in 
Hamilton’s collection that had never been featured in AEGR. The scene that Buck 
chose to include in his album depicts a seated kitharist with wavy hair falling on his 
shoulder, playing on a chelys on the left; to his right is an ephebos, who is wearing a 
fillet with its upright over his forehead and a bordered himation (Fig. 3.20). While 
d’Hancarville would not have chosen the above vase for interpretation in AEGR, Buck 
must have been interested in its stylistic fluidity and the ease with which the figures were 
arranged. Notably, the scene on the sketches is taken from a red-figured neck-amphora 
which was originally in the Mastrilli collection and later passed through Hamilton to the 
British Museum;86 the same scene also featured in the Spiega manuscript, although with 
harsh strokes and more elaborate outlines (Fig. 3.21). Another artist who chose to draw 
two sketches from this vase while it was still in Mastrilli’s possession in the mid 1750s 
(Figs. 3.22 & 3.23) was Augustin Pajou (1730–1809). Pajou’s considerable familiarity 
with the function and typology of ancient art allowed him to create a delightfully 
aesthetic concept of classical motifs in his own style, even more elaborate and freely 
executed than those in the Spiega. In creating a vignette that is close to the original, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
85  Thomas Bodkin wrote on 17 April 1919 that ‘the drawings are so excellent that the theory of an 
insufficient encouragement to publish the completed work implies grave censure on the taste of his time’; 
Bodkin, ‘To the Editor of the Times’, published letter, Times Literary Supplement, 213. 
86  (BM E317). 
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Pajou tried to preserve the solidity of their forms that pleasingly represented a simplified 
view of antiquity.  
 
 
Fig. 3.21 Red-figured Attic neck-amphora, Spiega di Vasi Antichi, (c. 1755), 244, GRI 
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Figs. 3.22 & 3.23 Drawings, A. Pajou, black chalk, 
pen and grey ink, 49, 108, École Nationale Supérieure des Beaux-Arts, Paris 
 
 
 
This previously unexplored comparative approach to the divergent aesthetic qualities of 
visual interpretations of certain pieces from the Hamilton vases in various forms and for 
various purposes is key to the development of my arguments. From one perspective, it 
shows the extent to which a humble and simplistic scene has left us a vivid record of 
artists’ view of antique pots, and what they represented in purely aesthetic terms 
throughout a period of fifty years. From another, these three different aesthetic views of 
the same object shows in more strictly defined cultural terms that although distinct 
artistic tendencies and desires characterized different epochs, and were subject to 
change, images from the same objects, regardless of the owner, could in a sense travel 
through time and space. These images were absorbed into the artistic practice of the 
time or transmogrified through various trends, reflecting attitudes towards an ancient 
world that seemed more familiar and proximate than anyone could have been envisaged 
since the apogee of the daunting monumental statues of Rome. For example, Pajou’s 
freely adapted figures were separated from the demands of a complete vase illustration 
due to his desire to appropriate images from ancient ceramics; Spiega’s amateurish but 
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pioneering approach to antiquarian scholarship was due to the demands of an early 
attempt to systematize the figural representations of ancient ceramics from a single 
collection; and finally, the more accurate – if not – idealized reproduction of the same 
scene in view of Adam Buck’s own ambition they all give a unique and direct aesthetic 
insight into the aesthetics of classical imagery, however differently they may have been 
received and re-invented.     
 
Therefore, in considering the various aesthetic approaches that had drawn upon  
antique vases since the 1750s, it is this entanglement of contemporary aesthetics with 
various approaches to the interpretation of Hamilton’s vases that allows us to take 
account of these interpretative processes. Whether they illustrate an artist’s inclination 
to imitate antique prototypes with a strict neo-classical design or an elaborate version of 
his own aesthetics, the above examples indicate how far the arrangement of classical 
objects in early nineteenth-century artistic practice encompasses both their aesthetic and 
material impact; they also show how far an illustration of, or a drawing from, the 
original remained a medium for the visualization of the interpretative gap between 
literary perceptions of antiquity (such as the ones examined in the previous chapter) and 
the artistic appeal of objects.  
 
3. 4. 2 
Dominique Papety and Antoine Vivenel  
 
The French painter Dominique Papety (1815–1849) captures very well this tension 
between the ordering of artefacts and the collector’s vision in one of his portraits (Fig. 
3.24).87 After he was awarded the Prix de Rome in 1836,88 Papety spent five years at the 
city’s Académie de France, then under the directorship of Jean-Auguste-
Dominique Ingres. Through his acquaintance with Ingres’s neoclassical style and his 
short trips to Florence, Naples and Venice, the antique and the representation of 
painted scenes from Greek vases had a great impact on him. In 1843, Papety was 
commissioned to paint the portrait of Antoine Vivenel. Although linked to the city of 
Compiégne, it was in Paris where Vivenel pursued his passion for collecting and 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
87  Papety’s connection with Hamilton’s vases is briefly discussed in Greifenhangen, ‘Nachklänge 
Griechischer Vasenfunde im Klassizismus’, 18–19. 
88  The most coveted prize offered by the state-sponsored art academies in Paris. 
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exhibiting objects from antiquity. As recorded in his portrait, the presence of Greek 
vases among this collection reveals his fondness for ancient ceramics of exceptional 
quality.89 Vivenel swiftly became one of the most well-known supporters of the visual 
arts, and Papety was eager to record his patron’s likeness.  
 
 
Fig. 3.24 Portrait of Antoine Vivenel, D. L. Papety, c. 1843 (225 x 155 cm), 
Musée Vivenel, Compiégne 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
89  Although the number of Greek vases that he collected is not precisely known, critics and visitors to his 
cabinet commented on the exceptional quality of his collection; Gabriel P. Weisberg, ‘Antoine Vivenel: 
The Private Museum and the Entrepreneur under the July Monarchy’, JHC (1990), 21. 
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The portrait, which is presented here in colour and in detail for the first time, was 
officially shown at the Paris salon of 1846.90 It celebrated the founder of the Musée 
Vivenel in Compiégne and recorded his position as a solitary aesthete; as someone who 
admired the intrinsic beauty of his pieces on his own terms, with the desire to both 
educate people and raise the standards of visual arts. As such, Papety’s decision to paint 
Vivenel in his own private cabinet in Paris, with artworks carefully positioned for 
admiration and study, alludes to the collector’s social status and intellectual role. 
Enamels, sculptures and ceramics from classical and medieval times are situated in a 
fictive environment that illustrates the sitter’s involvement with the learned society of 
Louis Philippe I. On the far right of the painting and behind the large sofa is a cabinet 
on which Papety depicts four vases, one of which can be identified. It must have been 
copied from AEGR although only half of the painted scene on the vase is clearly shown 
in the picture (Fig. 3.25). However, one of the figures (a youth with long hair wearing a 
pilos and hiton, holding in his right hand a white shield with black boss) is sufficient to 
match it with the column-krater belonging to Hamilton.91 As the direction of the 
figures, however, indicates, it is uncertain why the artist interprets the scene from a 
three-dimensional image in the AEGR (Fig. 3.26) rather than from the larger and 
detailed rich-in-colour engraving [AEGR, I, 48].  
     
Fig. 3.25 Portrait of  
Antoine Vivenel  (detail). 
 
                                                                                      
Fig. 3.26  
Red-figured 
Apulian 
column-krater, 
d’Hancarville,  
AEGR, IV, 
111, GRI 
 
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
90  I am grateful to the Vivenel museum for supplying me with an excellent digital copy of this portrait. 
91  (BM F301). See Greifenhangen, ‘Nachklänge Griechischer Vasenfunde im Klassizismus’, 18–19.   
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This particular choice is quite evident in Papety’s canvas since the armed youth that 
looks back (at a female figure that is missing here) is a reversed image of the original 
scene, in which the male figure with the shield stands on the right side.92 Papety, who 
could not have had access to the original objects at the British Museum, clearly used 
AEGR as his direct source. He was not interested in illustrating the exact positioning of 
the figures on the real object. His choice, instead, tells us that he was more keen to copy 
the whole vase from a smaller black-and-white version which appeared in the fourth 
volume of AEGR. One might also suggest that he was not aware of which version of the 
painted scene better represented the real object. By presenting a few vases from well-
known collections and widely-circulated engravings of ancient artefacts, rather than any 
from Vivenel’s own collection of ancient pots, we can only assume that the painter 
aimed to present his patron’s personal acquaintance with Greek art and to pay tribute to 
one of the most esteemed collections of ancient vessels, i.e. Hamilton’s own collection. 
However, although the Greek pots could simply be general symbols of classical culture, 
it is still odd that the sitter is surrounded not by his own vases. While there is no direct 
evidence, we can assume that Vivenel agreed to such a depiction, even though it would 
have been much more appropriate to be portrayed next to his own possessions. In any 
case, the appearance of one of Hamilton’s vases in Vivenel’s portrait is a striking 
statement of artist’s desire for an allegorical engagement with ancient art. In the case of 
Hamilton’s vase collection, however, this suggests a pragmatic approach to the value that 
a certain object possesses by virtue of its provenance and other associations (e.g. 
appearance in AEGR). 
 
In contrast with the more conservative approach towards ancient Greek vases 
exemplified by the artists of the mid-1750s, the first half of the nineteenth century saw 
more diverse and imaginative artistic approaches that challenged and flaunted cultural 
and social associations with particular classes of people. Whereas David Allan gave 
Greek art a more neutral place in his idealized version of Hamilton’s image, Joshua 
Reynolds approached his sitter (Hamilton) from a more realistic perspective. In 
Reynolds’ portrait, art is used a means of privileged access to an individual’s aesthetic 
and socio-cultural principles. Thus, Hamilton is surrounded by all those important 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
92  This explanation, however, is not given by Greifenhagen in his brief analysis. 
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things in his intellectual and collecting activities at Naples, and vases played a major and 
decisive role in this perspective. Moreover, after Adam Buck’s keen interest in the most 
prominent of Hamilton’s vases and his imaginative responses to ancient Greek art, 
Hamilton’s objects came to be positioned as essential decorative elements in a 
gentleman’s collection, as the case of Vivenel’s portrait vividly shows. The assumptions 
generated by all these images are reflected in the way a society expresses itself through 
culture, placing art objects in a conceptual frame of neoclassical taste and socio-
historical awareness. This also helps to highlight the position of the represented object 
in relation to the people associated with it, a process quite different from the 
interpretation of material culture in print which was examined in the previous chapter. 
 
 
3. 5 
Hamilton’s vases and drawings (c. late 18th–early 19th century)    
 
The eighteenth century was a time of rapid artistic change. Artists looked further afield 
for their inspiration, and it was their practice to defend and maintain the classical 
tradition in art. Therefore, the aesthetic preoccupation with the ancients was a powerful 
stimulus for the production of the classical style in art and literature before and after 
1800. The reception of ancient vases, though, was not always associated with such a 
stimulus. In one of his lectures on painting at the Royal Academy in 1784, James Barry 
showed only a tepid approval of Greek vases: 
‘The works of the Etruscans and of the Greek colonies … would be hardly 
worth mention here, were it not for their painted vases, which are so far 
curious … a very faint idea of the Grecian painting. The figures … on those 
vases are spiritedly and not unskillfully drawn … the taste of design and 
composition is often exceedingly elegant; but … they are all, to the best of 
my recollection, flat, like the Egyptian pictures, without any relievo of light 
and shadow.’93 
 
However, during the second half of the eighteenth-century, the eagerness with which the 
aristocracy and the members of learned European society collected classical antiquities 
had provided an opportunity for scholars and artists north of the Alps to become 
acquainted with such materials. In this context, the remains of ancient civilization 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
93  Barry, The works of James Barry, I, 369–370.  
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which were gradually unearthed were circulated via a network of cultural exchanges and 
a continuously expanding art market throughout Italy and the rest of Europe. As a 
result, artists gained an acquaintance with and knowledge of the classical past, which 
inspired them to create new ways of viewing that. In this revelation of Greco-Roman 
antiquity, artists seem to have been enthusiastic about copying, presenting and receiving 
a past, and willing to submerge their own artistic personalities. The concept of drawing 
as artistic exercise and aesthetic statement will help us ascertain why classical imagery 
taken from ancient ceramics must have played a crucial role in the reception of ancient 
art and neoclassical visual aesthetics. However, the extent to which interpreted objects 
were situated in different cultural and artistic relationships, which on each occasion 
recontextualized their identity and value, exemplifies the paradoxical and complicated 
nature of antiquarian evidence through drawings.  
 
3. 5. 1 
Jacques-Louis David 
 
Jacques-Louis David (1748–1825) left for Rome in 1775 as a scholarship recipient of the 
Académie de France. During his first sojourn there, as a recipient of the Prix de Rome,94  
David produced numerous drawings and sketches that he later organized into twelve 
albums.95 Although the full range of David’s output in these albums can be appreciated 
with the publication of the catalogue raisonné (of his drawings) by Louis-Antoine Prat 
and Pierre Rosenberg, the authors only occasionally refer to David’s work as visual 
commentary on images taken from Hamilton’s engravings.96 The volume that is of 
interest here is the eleventh of these albums (held at the GRI, Los Angeles), which is 
representative of his acquaintance with images from ancient ceramics. It contains 99 
drawings on 26 leaves and 17 tracings in pencil, charcoal, ink and wash. Although no 
attempt will be made here to discuss the entire album, most of the 17 tracings, which 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
94  4 November 1775–17 July 1780. 
95  They comprise approximately 972 drawings and 164 tracings. Eight are still intact and held at the Fogg 
Art Museum, Cambridge (no. 1), the National Museum, Stockholm (no. 4), the National Gallery, 
Washington (no. 7), the Pierpont Morgan Library, New York (no. 8), and the Musée du Louvre, Paris (no. 
8). Albums 6 and 10 were taken apart in the second half of the 20th century and their sheets dispersed in 
various auctions or lost. The present location of drawings from Albums 2, 4, 6, and 12 is unknown. 
96  Prat and Rosenberg, Jacques-Louis David, 1748–1825: Catalogue Raisonné des Dessins, (2002). 	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appear to have been made during David’s second stay in Rome,97 consist of Greek vases, 
and were taken from AEGR.98 It remains useful, then, to examine the drawings in 
question and at least try to imagine how David might have seen them. These artistic 
views of Hamilton’s vases also shed a singular light on the sources and inception of 
David’s late eighteenth-century neoclassical style, and his own reception and 
interpretation of classical antiquity. This eleventh volume has been chosen as an 
example in order to draw a more concrete picture of the various ways in which David 
exercised, communicated and expanded his artistic practice in regard to classical art. It 
also shows how these methods came to be understood and aesthetically received.  
 
David became an innovative and revolutionary artist in both a technical and a political 
sense. He tried to absorb a wide range of artistic influences and develop a style of his 
own that would fulfil his ambition to be recognized as the leading modern painter in 
France. In so doing, David set off to Naples in 1779, accompanied by another student, 
F. M. Suzanne, and the young archaeologist Antoine Quatremmère de Quincy.99 It was 
on that journey ‘that the eyes of the future champion of the classic style of painting … 
first opened to the accomplishment of the ancient world’, as Agnes Mongan has 
observed.100 Whether or not he came across the British Ambassador at Naples, he would 
certainly not have been lucky enough to see the latter’s first collection of Greek vases 
before its move to the British Museum in 1772. His passionate interest in antiquity 
instead led him to Hamilton’s splendid volumes, which were already on the market. As 
with many of his other works created while he lived in Italy, he found in these volumes 
the varied potential of classical sources, and extracted that stimulating simplicity which 
eighteenth century artists would seek out in Greco-Roman art. Whether or not David 
possessed these volumes himself is difficult to ascertain, but he must have been familiar 
with most of the two volumes then available. Although it seems that David and 
d’Hancarville met each other in Paris after the execution of these drawings,101 it is also 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
97  October 1784–August 1785.  
98  The rest of the drawings are after antique statues and relics in major Roman collections, Old Masters, 
Italian landscapes and views of Rome.  
99  Roberts, Jacques-Louis David, Revolutionary Artist, (1989), 12–13. 
100  Mongan, ‘Ingres and the Antique’, 2. 
101  See, Trumbull, Autobiography, Reminiscences and Letters of John Trumbull, (1841), 111–112. 
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difficult to know exactly when David consulted these books, but his work serves as 
pictorial evidence that he knew them.  
 
Although David’s time in Italy was mostly spent in Rome, where marbles were the main 
object of desire for collectors and artists alike, his exploration of the antique draws on 
stylistic forms suggested by another collecting trend of the time. Images from 
Hamilton’s collection of Greek vases would enable the artist to appreciate more fully the 
ancient vase paintings. Inspired by several engravings (AEGR), the scenes of the Getty 
album (including both groups and individual figures), for instance, are taken from 
fifteen vases, eight of which originally belonged to Hamilton.102 The content of the 
manuscript may not have been directly inspired by classical sources, but it was closely 
adapted from an early-modern interpretation of the classical past (i.e. the AEGR’s folio 
volumes), demonstrating David’s command of the antiquarian ambience in Italy. In this 
respect, David’s sketches are an early representation of the way painted scenes on 
Hamilton’s vases were reconstructed according to the eighteenth-century standards of 
‘Romantic Classicism’.103 In 1793 James Barry praised David for the ‘sublime, venerable, 
majestic, genuine simplicity of the Grecian taste, utterly estranged from all mean 
affectation … and incorporated with all that might be derived from the illustrious 
moderns towards forming a complete and perfect totality’.104 Thus, whereas the Getty 
album enlarges on a number of stylistic approaches which were closely associated with 
the redefinition of classicism among artists in Rome during the 1770s, David’s ‘Italian’ 
sketches are a very personalized illustration of his initial style all’antica, and therefore, a 
decisive step toward the creation of a style which would be pivotal in his later works. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
102  These are: an Attic pelike, AEGR I, pl. 124/(BM E427); an Attic column-krater, AEGR II, pl. 
126/(BM E477); a Campanian hydria, AEGR II, pl. 116/(BM F211); a Campanian hydria, AEGR II, pls. 
66/I, pl. 101/(BM (?)); an Attic pelike, AEGR II, pl. 42/(BM E361); a Western Greek kantharos, AEGR 
II, pl. 39/(BM F593); an Attic calyx-krater, AEGR II, pl. 59/(BM 1772,0320.728); an Apulian (Greek) 
bell-krater, AEGR II, pl. 100/(BM F57); an Attic pelike, AEGR II, pl. 30/(Perugia, Museo Nazionale 
Archeologico dell’Umbria); unidentified vase, AEGR II, pl. 62; an Attic volute-krater, AEGR II, pls. 106, 
129/(Paris, Louvre, G343); unidentified vase, AEGR II, pl. 121; an Attic kalyx-krater, AEGR II, pl. 
37/(Bologna, Museo Nazionale, PU286) [according to G. B. Passeri, I, pl. 7]; unidentified vase, AEGR II, 
pl. 65; unidentified vase, AEGR II, pl. 77. 
103  Erwin and Dorothea Panofsky point out that the aesthetic and spiritual discovery of the ‘Hellenic 
soul’ by influential scholars such as Winckelmann and the Comte de Caylus gave rise to a new kind of 
classicism, where ‘an idea unattainable for the present tended to be mistaken for a reality believed to have 
existed in the past’; Panofsky, The Changing Aspects of a Mythical Symbol, (1962), 85. 
104  Barry, The works of James Barry, II, 521–2. 	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Fig. 3.27 Album, J. L. David, charcoal and ink on paper, GRI 
 
 
 
David’s subject and style in these tracings may be evidence of his familiarity with 
antique prototypes, which various authors and engravers had sought to popularize 
around the third quarter of the century. However, the particular choices he made 
indicate something else: that his own redefinition of classicism was not solely influenced 
by ideas and fashions which already existed in late eighteenth-century canvases. Figure 
3.27 indicates that David’s individual tracings bring together motifs and stylistic 
features taken from several vases in AEGR. The placement of a whole scene taken from 
a column-krater (centre) featured in the second of Hamilton’s volumes (Fig. 3.28) along 
with two male figures taken both from a Campanian hydria (male in the upper right 
corner) also at the British Museum and from a volute-krater held at the Louvre (seated 
male in the lower right corner), is quite characteristic of such an approach. It shows also 
the extent to which the aesthetic and visual impact of classical art could be integrated by 
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David’s talent for pictorial invention – a blend of free interpretation and consistent 
structure between classical serenity and eighteenth-century elegance. Each of these 
interconnected figures illustrates David’s own desire to use drawing ‘as a separate artistic 
register distinct from the expressive field of painting … a form of experimentation and 
exploration of ideas’;105 or in other words, as an alternative way of appropriating and 
communicating meaning and cultural associations. 
 
 
Fig. 3.28 Red-figured Attic column-krater, AEGR, II, pl. 126, GRI 
 
 
 
In contrast to the prevailing style of academic drawing he had been taught at the Royal 
French Academy, it seems that David’s sketches are loyal to a style that he adopted in 
Rome, which was based on the compelling contours of the figures on the vases. In view 
of the visual and artistic exploration of classical narratives to which the album testifies, 
we are bound to accept the proposition that the aesthetic image of neo-classical art 
tended to find similarities with the artistic qualities of the ‘noble simplicity’ and ‘quiet 
grandeur’, praised by Winckelmann more than two decades before David’s arrival in 
Italy. Moreover, the latter’s indirect contact with antique forms, along with the different 
interpretations of identical classical sources, may suggest that in the late eighteenth-
century ancient vases could inspire a wider range of stylistic and aesthetic results than 
has hitherto been the norm. This is certainly the case with a calyx-krater from 
Hamilton’s collection as featured in AEGR (Figs. 3.29 & 3.30). As the image below 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
105  Johnson, Jacques-Louis David: Art in Metamorphosis, (1993), 8. 
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shows, the rough but pure outlines in David’s impressionistic view of Hamilton’s vase, 
appealing in their simplicity, offer another aesthetic allusion to the reception of Greco-
Roman antiquity. They also show the extent to which ancient imagery in the form of 
pieces from Hamilton’s published collection could be reworked and simplified to an 
extraordinary degree. Where others had fused a substantial, and one might even say 
exuberant, vision of antiquity with lavish manifestations of the art of the Renaissance 
and Venetian masters, David chose to synthesize the antique with simple outline forms 
found in the interpretation of the objects he had chosen to draw. 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.29 Red-figured 
Attic calyx-krater, 
d’Hancarville, AEGR, 
II, pl. 59–61, GRI 
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Fig. 3.30 Red-figured Attic calyx-krater, Album, J. L. David, charcoal and ink on paper, GRI 	  	  	  
David’s reworking of the calyx-krater (3.30) taken directly from AEGR, blends the 
impression of ‘Greek’ vase painting with a subjective sentiment that makes it hard to 
trace significant borrowings. David’s intention is not to produce an exact copy of the 
vase; he chooses instead to draw an elaborate view of its form with an outline 
impression of the main protagonists of the scene: a woman handling a phiale to a young 
man. As in the case of the column-krater shown above, the artist’s main concern does 
not involve the decorative elements which are necessary to an accurate interpretation (of 
the original object) in print form, nor are certain stylistic details of the figures. David’s 
way of exercising his creativity in copying ancient imagery, and thus re-interpreting 
Hamilton’s vases, clearly shows that he must have been considerably influenced by the 
celebrated work of d’Hancarville in terms of a contextual approach to inspiration and 
preferred motifs. However, in order to communicate the principal tenets of his own 
aesthetics and views of ancient art as seen in the vase paintings, he became more 
interested in the purity and distillation of the firmly drawn outline style, with which the 
revival of classical themes was widely associated. Thus, as Robert Rosenblum has put it, 
for an age ‘which was to seek out the linear simplicity of presumably primitive and 
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uncorrupted phases of an artistic evolution, the legend of the origin of painting must 
have offered still another confirmation of the historical priority and essentiality of pure 
outline’.106 ‘Feeling and drawing’, David wrote to his pupil Jean-Baptiste Wicar in 
Florence in 1789, ‘these are the true masters to learn to move the brush’.107 
 
In the context of this intellectual and artistic freedom, the materiality and visual 
authenticity of the objects themselves becomes apparent. Based on all of his drawings 
from the Getty manuscript, we can assume that David was more interested in human 
forms – i.e. figural – than in copying and drawing architectural motifs, design patterns 
and other elements which appeared on Hamilton’s vases. As such, material form is not 
treated as an equally expansive medium with which to explore artistic ideas. Once more, 
it is the painted scenes interpreted in drwings that offer the most potential for the 
expression of those aesthetic ideas through an individual’s perception of antiquity. Only 
various figurative elements from Hamiton’s published engravings appeared to be of 
greater influence on his own artistic practice and acted as a vehicle of information, 
experimentation and inspiration throughout his career. The extent to which he 
formulated these ideas in composing images inspired by classical art vividly illustrates 
the degree to which an artefact could be transformed and influenced by various 
processes. Therefore, David’s corpus of images, which are a significant part of his oeuvre 
and an important source for the artistic appropriation of classical art, were not intended 
to conjure something that was absent. They were, rather, the result of an increasing 
awareness of an individuality that emphasized the different ways in which culture was 
being interpreted and received.  
 
During the period under investigation, the general view of antiquity in art went through 
a change beyond the imaginative grasp of those who had only experienced Hamilton’s 
vases through the medium of literature (e.g. art books and treatises, catalogues raisonné). 
So far, I have shown that instead of capturing the real object through direct and physical 
contact, this view is better characterized as the eye-witness approach to antiquity, distant 
from the original artworks that were partly responsible for the massive distribution and 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
106  Rosenblum, ‘The Origin of Painting: A Problem in the Iconography of Romantic Classicism’, The Art 
Bulletin, (1957), 285. 
107  Quoted in Bordes, Empire to Exile, (2005), 264.	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re-appropriation of vase painting. It was this approach that predisposed artists to 
interpret Hamilton’s vases in the novel way that they did. Considering this, the 
biography of Hamilton’s vases and the responses of artists to them bridge the contextual 
gap between the real object and the discourse of its aesthetic juxtapositions with 
contemporary artistic fashions. Moreover, at a time when the archaeology of Greece 
itself remained virtually inaccessible, with little indication that such monuments made 
their way in significant numbers to the European art market, the presence of Greek 
pottery in late eighteenth-century artistic practice shows the extent to which knowledge 
of the past was transferred into other forms of cultural expression, enabling a re-
conceptualization of antiquarian evidence. 
 
3. 5. 2 
Henry Fuseli    
 
Through the compositional drama, psychological intensity, and implicit eroticism that 
he gave almost all of his works, the Swiss-born Henry Fuseli (1741–1825) fused the 
linear and compositional discipline of Greco-Roman art with his own style. He would 
accept, however, neither the pure archaism of Winckelmann and Mengs, nor the 
former’s notions of ideal beauty. Although in Italy he found himself overwhelmed by 
the grandeur and scale of Roman sculptures, he was largely inspired by Shakespeare’s 
plays.108 Hence, in large part Fuseli’s paintings surpassed the work of leading late 
eighteenth-century British artists (i.e. Reynolds and Benjamin West) in emotional force, 
appearing antithetical to their sober classicism. Moreover, in discussing Reynolds’s 
last Discourse (1791), the Swiss-born Fuseli opposed his fellow painter’s theory of 
imitation, asserting that only a mind equal to Michelangelo’s could profit from copying 
him.  
 
To expand on the manner in which Fuseli conceived of the works of the ancients in 
different ways and with a distinct balance, we must pause for a moment and first discuss 
the role that a few images from Hamilton’s vases played in the development of his work. 
However, this is not an art-historical approach to his work as a whole, nor a study of his 
wider acquaintance with ancient art in general. It is rather a critical discussion of the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
108  See, for instance, ‘The Three Witches’ (1783) in Stratford-upon-Avon, Royal Shakespeare Museum 
and ‘Lady Macbeth Sleepwalking’ (1784) in Paris, The Louvre. 
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extent to which images from certain pieces from Hamilton’s vases continued to exert 
influence and were received in a variety of ways by various artists. The two examples 
discussed below are quite characteristic of the artist’s work for their startling simplicity 
and dramatic and indirect treatment of ancient imagery. They have been selected on the 
basis of the degree to which they could have been copied from or influenced by certain 
images from the ancient pots once belonging to and published by Hamilton. Further, 
this selection is intended to provide a fresh view of another aspect relevant to the 
aesthetic reception and biography of Hamilton’s vases.   
 
As soon as he reached Rome, Fuseli came across d’Hancarville’s interpretation of 
Hamilton’s vases. This was Fuseli’s first acquaintance with Hamilton’s collection, 
occurring long before he first visited Naples in 1775. Bearing in mind that this was after 
Hamilton had sold his vases to the British Museum, he presumably saw the original 
collection only after he returned to London in 1779, and therefore he must have copied 
the scenes from AEGR and not the original objects. The works reproduced here 
illustrate his dramatically expressive rendering of the human form in a composition 
drawn from both English and classical literature and its aesthetic metamorphosis into a 
tragic, classically inspired scene (Figs. 3.31 & 3.32). Fuseli’s style of copying ancient 
vases represents the artist’s endeavour to rework them in a modern imaginative context, 
totally isolated thematically but dependent on the form and structure of the original 
composition.  
 
This innovative appropriation of classical motifs in late eighteenth-century artistic 
practice is very relevant to the reception of classical art, and can help us place Fuseli’s 
work within contemporary attitudes towards ancient vases, which had been in the 
ascendant since the 1750s. His work is a clear indication that antique vases can trigger 
an artist’s desire to manipulate them in various ways. More interestingly, the date of the 
drawing depicting the King of Denmark poisoned by his brother indicates that it was 
already finished by the time Hamilton’s collection was being prepared to travel from 
Naples to London. Given the date of Fuseli’s arrival in Naples – not before 1775, 
together with the lack of evidence that the second volume of AEGR had been printed 
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before 1770, we may assume that he had access to the latter as soon as it was published 
in 1770 and was available in the Rome book market.109   
 
 
Fig. 3.31 The King of Denmark is poisoned in his sleep by his brother, J. H. Fuseli [Heinrich Füssli], 
1771, chalk, pen in black, (44.7 x 59.2 cm), Graphische Sammlung der ETH, Zürich 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.32 Red-figured Attic bell-krater, d’Hancarville, AEGR, II, pl. 32, GRI 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
109  The same scene had been also published by Passeri, Picturae Etruscorum (III, pl. 201) but yet, it is 
certainly not the case that it could have been Fuseli’s source as it was not printed before 1775. 
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Whereas David found in Hamilton’s vases a simplistic view of the ancient world and an 
aesthetic ideal of original Greek art, Fuseli followed a different approach to the sources 
and imagery of ancient aesthetics. He took his inspiration from the painted scenes of 
these vases, and the style he developed was based on the extent to which he accepted 
such scenes as both artistic inspiration and aesthetic guidance, inspired by the intrinsic 
beauty of ancient material culture and its peculiar qualities. The above bell-krater, for 
instance, was transformed into an exemplar of the illusionistic vision of ancient art and 
classical forms of artistic expression. It was in terms of that illusion, a common currency 
in eighteenth-century aesthetics, as Marian Hobson remarks, ‘that the century answered 
certain general questions about representation’.110 Thus, acting as a virtual academy, the 
object itself offers a splendid insight into the rich possibilities for recreating and re-
presenting the aesthetic concept of classical art.  
 
 
 
Fig. 3.33 Lady Macbeth Somnambule  
(Shakespeare, Macbeth, Act V, I),  
H. Fuseli, 1784, oil on canvas,  
(221 cm. x 160 cm),  
The Louvre, Paris 
 
Fig. 3.34 Red-figured Attic bell-krater (detail), 
AEGR, I, pl. 40, GRI  
 
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
110  Hobson, The Object of Art: The Theory of Illusion in Eighteenth-Century France, (1982), 4. 
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Although Fuseli frequently re-invented the subject of his pictures, his works was not 
always stamped with originality. Instead, in elaborating the extravagance of his drawing 
with visions from Dante and Shakespeare, Fuseli drew an analogy between the culture 
of images and the culture of texts; and this is what makes his attitude towards particular 
scenes from Hamilton’s vases powerful and engaging. ‘Beauty’, he wrote, ‘is a despotic 
princess and subject to the anarchies of despotism … the result of the standard set by the 
masters of our art, the ancients, and confirmed by the submissiveness of modern 
imitation’.111 Taken from Shakespeare’s Macbeth, the female figure presented above 
(Fig. 3.33), for example, is haunted by remorse for her crimes, and in this painting is 
reminiscent of the positioning of a male figure featured on a bell-krater that was 
published in AEGR. Fuseli’s direct acquaintance with the erastes (lovers) scene on this 
vase leads to the impression that his source for imagining Lady Macbeth might have 
been one of d’Hancarville’s illustrations as well (Fig. 3.34). Moreover, placing the 
protagonist of this dramatic pose against a dark background, as in the case of red-figured 
pots, further emphasizes the antique origins of the design. The ease and power of his 
images, indicates the ability of his work to ‘transport us beyond the boundaries of 
nature, and ravishes us with the charm of the most interesting novelty’.112 Thus, instead 
of exercising his talent in re-interpreting ancient art for its own sake, Fuseli was more 
keen to approach and copy ancient art with a ‘precision of eye and obedience of hand … 
without the least pretence to choice, what to select, what to neglect’.113 
 
It was in such a context that the master of artificial illumination, the English painter 
Joseph Wright of Derby (1734–1797) was commissioned by Josiah Wedgwood to 
synthesize two mythological scenes reminiscent of ancient imagery. Both paintings, 
which have recently been discussed in the framework of an exhibition entitled 
L’Antiquité Rêvée. Innovations et Resistances au xviiie Siècle,114 are characteristic examples of 
what has already been mentioned.115 They can both be seen as implicit quotations of 
antique vases reproduced by Wedgwood as well as an indirect aesthetic approach to 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
111  Knowles (ed.), The life and writings of Henry Fuseli, (1831), II, lecture I, 22.  
112  Charles Darwin; quoted in Knowles, op. cit. (note 111), I, 402. 
113  Fuseli, Lecture I; op. cit. (note 111), II, 22. 
114  Musée du Louvre, Paris, (2 December 2010–14 February 2011). 
115  See Faroult, Leribault, and Scherf (eds.), L’Antiquité Rêvée. Innovations et Resistances au xviiie Siècle, 
(2010), 434–436.  
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classical symmetry and design through the artistic medium of painting. It is this medium 
that introduces the spectator to the spectrum of the colour values of ancient Greek 
vases, in an almost abstract rendering of light and pose, faithful to the standards of the 
original objects interpreted and appropriated by craftsmanship (e.g. Wedgwood) and the 
engraved plates published by Hamilton and many others. Discussing the two paintings 
by Wright of Derby, the exhibition-catalogue contributors place them in the context of 
looking for inspiration in sources that picture painted scenes from original vases, such 
as AEGR. Their argument, for instance, goes on to use a particular plate from the first 
volume of AEGR (pl. 129), picturing a group-scene from Hamilton’s famous ‘Meidias 
Hydria’, as indicative of such an influence, particularly in the statue-figure of Odysseus 
and the hushed atmosphere (Fig. 3.35).116 Nevertheless, this argument was not examined 
in detail in the limited space of an exhibition catalogue. 
 
 
Fig. 3.35 Penelope Unravelling Her Web, J. Wright of Derby, 1783–1784, oil on canvas, 
The J. Paul Getty Museum, Los Angeles 
 
 
 
Despite the availability of original Greek sources, however, particularly in Italy and 
France, artists exploited antiquity largely through its literary and pictorial conventions. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
116  The second painting is: The Corinthian Maid, 1782–1784, oil on canvas, (106.3 x 130.8 cm), 
[1983.1.46], National Gallery of Art, Washington.	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With the reception of visual images influenced by a market-centred, print-based 
culture,117 Fuseli set out to assess the shape and visual dynamics of antique pots. These 
images soon became popular, and many aspects of social life turned to antiquity for 
inspiration. This oeuvre helped to establish an artistic climate that was fascinated by 
what the classical world had to offer. David’s excitement at his artistic discoveries in 
Italy, for instance, must have been contagious as it was passed on to one of his pupils, 
Jean Auguste Dominique Ingres (1780–1867) whose acquaintance with classical art is 
also indebted to the publication of Hamilton’s vases (see section 5.2.3). 
 
3. 5. 3 
Antoine-Jean Gros 
 
This antiquarian foray into neo-classical aesthetics might be seen as an act of pictorial 
invention by those aware of the vogue for Greek vases. It can also be attributed to a 
personal desire not only to imitate, but also to be improved by the grandeur of the 
artist’s ideas, and to be perceived as an erudite imitator of ancient art. In this way, 
according to Reynolds, the artist acquires ‘an idea of beautiful forms … [he] corrects 
nature [and its] imperfect state … His eye being enabled to distinguish the accidental 
deficiencies … and deformities of things … he makes out an abstract idea of their forms 
more perfect than any one original’.118 The example of Antoine-Jean Gros, a French 
artist and a unique figure in French revolutionary painting offers another view of the 
extent to which images from several pieces from Hamilton’s vases were still to be viewed 
and selectively (whether directly or indirectly) absorbed into the artistic landscape of the 
late eighteenth century. 
 
The son of a miniature painter and a precocious draughtsman, Gros entered David’s 
studio in the mid-1780s, and later trained at the Académie Royale. As a Commissioner 
of the Arts in France he participated in the Napoleonic regime’s efforts to enlist 
painting as an integral part of political propaganda, for which he would become 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
117  Barbara M. Stafford argues that ‘it was not that texts quantitatively replaced images. They supplanted 
them qualitatively for intellectuals as well as for middle-class audiences as the avenue for meaningful 
communication’; Stafford, Artful Science: Enlightenment Entertainment and the Eclipse of Visual Education, 
(1994), 284. 
118  Johnson, Reynolds Discourses, II, (14 December 1770), 86.  
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famous.119 However, his inclination toward a more restrained neoclassicism seems to 
have been triggered by his desire to depict ancient myths, revealing how antiquity could 
exert such an influence and alter the horizon of artists’ creative possibilities. In one of 
his two albums of drawings held at the Louvre, and presumably draughted during his 
stay in Italy (1793–1800),120 Gros uses several images from the complete collection of 
Hamilton’s AEGR.121  
 
As we can see in one of the album’s sheets (Fig. 3.37), Gros’ quite inaccurate command 
of line follows the original illustrations. Instead of recreating the complete scenes, as 
featured in AEGR, Gros chooses selected figures, which he draws completely isolated 
from the rest of the scene (as in the case of the youthful warrior armed with helmet, 
spear in right hand and shield on left arm at the bottom right, taken from a Campanian 
squat-lekythos (Fig. 3.36). Sometimes he even omits motifs and figures that seem 
unnecessary to his own record of visual experience. For example, the two nude athletes 
conversing at the bottom left; here, the central figure extending his left arm has been 
completely left out, as in AEGR (Fig. 3.38). Compared to the original illustrations, the 
drawings in the small Louvre album (22.5 x 16.3 cm) follow the direction of the AEGR’s 
engraving and also show how Gros visualized ancient forms of artistic expression and 
neo-classical aesthetics in a simplistic manner, derived from his own personalized and 
elaborate perception of vase painting. Notably, the influence that the ‘Meidias Hydria’ 
had already exerted on many artists can be seen again in Gros’s preference for this over 
numerous other engravings in the AEGR (for example, the group of one male and one 
female depicting Castor seizing one of the Leukippid Eriphyle raising her skirt and 
mantle while trying to escape, Fig. 3.39).  
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
119  See, for instance, Prendergast, Napoleon and History Painting: Antoine-Jean Gros’s "La Bataille d'Eylau", 
(1997); O’Brien, After the Revolution: Antoine-Jean Gros, Painting and Propaganda Under Napoleon, (2004). 120  The album has 60 numbered pages (120 sheets) including studies from antique sculpture, nature and 
Old Masters. 
121  These are: f. 2/left (bottom right–armed figure)/AEGR III, pl. 121 (BM F241); f. 2/left (bottom left–
two nude male figures)/AEGR IV, pl. 121 (BM E110); f. 2/left (top–two female figures and chair)/AEGR 
II, pl. 35 (not in Hamilton’s collection – Catania, Museo Civico del Castello Ursino, MB 4225/L769); f. 
2/right (top left & bottom–four female figures)/AEGR I, pl. 130 (BM E224); f. 2/right (top right–male 
figure)/AEGR II, pl. 37 (not in Hamilton’s collection–Bologna, Museo Nazionale, PU286); f. 
3/left/AEGR II, pl. 113 (unidentified vase); f. 3/right/AEGR IV, pl. 81 (unidentified vase); f. 5/left (top 
left – female figure holding a box)/AEGR I, pl. 65 (BM E708). 
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Fig. 3.36 Red-figured Campanian squat lekythos, d’Hancarville, AEGR, III, pl. 121, GRI  
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Fig. 3.37 Album, A. Gros, f. 2/left sheet,  
Department des Arts Graphiques, Cabinet des Dessins, The Louvre Museum, Paris. 
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Fig. 3.38  
Red-figured Attic 
kylix, d’Hancarville, 
AEGR, IV, pl. 121, 
GRI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
Fig. 3.39  
Album, A. Gros,  
f. 2/right sheet,  
Department des Arts 
Graphiques, Cabinet 
des Dessins,  
The Louvre Museum, 
Paris. 
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3. 5. 4 
William Blake and Bénigne Gangeraux    
 
The interpretation of artefacts and the aesthetic pleasure they afforded in various 
cultural and social contexts also reflected the trans-boundary scope and interest of artists 
and collectors alike. As Hamilton’s vases were close to representing the height of taste 
and inspiration for painters, craftsmen and illustrators, we should consider here the 
various artistic contexts in which images from his objects were circulated and re-
produced in various other aesthetic forms. An unpublished collection of drawings on 
paper from the collection of Charles Townley is another characteristic but quite unique 
example of artists’ acquaintance with images from ancient ceramics (Fig. 3.40). This 
collection consists of twenty-eight drawings, twenty-six of which are made in pen and ink 
colour and two in pen graphite with grey wash. Most of them are taken from vases in 
Townley’s collection, while one comes from Richard Payne Knight’s, one from the 
diplomat and collector Edmé Antoine Durand’s (1768–1835), and two from Hamilton’s 
collection.     
 
In contrast with the previous examination of the expressive possibilities of appropriating 
and interpreting classical imagery, the approach here seems quite different. In the 
following colour illustration taken from a bell-krater once in Hamilton’s collection, the 
copy seems to be made from the original object (Fig. 3.42). For instance, some details on 
the interpretation of the thyrsus held by the seated Dionysos, from which hang a taenia 
and bunch of grapes; the white colouring of the Dionysos’ chair with a curved back seen 
in perspective; the half part of a Hippocamp; the shield held by Thetis; and a few 
selected body parts or the star over his and her head were all omitted in AEGR. This 
suggests that the drawing certainly was not made after d’Hancarville’s engraving (Fig. 
3.41). Although the context of its creation is unknown, it is still a fine example of a 
direct inspiration by a classical source adapted by an early-modern interpretation of 
ancient ceramics, which is also reminiscent of the particular way of copying and 
presenting ancient ceramics in print form since the 1760s onwards, as the small, black-
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and-white three-dimensional impression of the vase on the top of the drawings 
indicates.122  
 
 
Fig. 3.40 Drawing on paper, Attic red-figured bell-krater, 1768–1805, TBM, London 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  122	  	  See also another study of a female head resting on ‘The Hamilton Vase’ from the same collection, 
(BM 2010,5006.417).  	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Fig. 3.41 Red-figured Attic bell-krater, AEGR, III, pl. 76, GRI  
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.42 Red-figured Attic bell-krater, (BM F69), TBM, London 
 
 
 
When colour was not employed to interpret ancient imagery, it was the outline style 
that played a dominant role in that process. Thus, the drawing becomes, in its turn, a 
spent force whose task of nourishing the neo-classical ideal is accomplished by the 
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development of the severe linear style. Culminating in the work of various artists in the 
1790s (e.g. John Flaxman), the severe linear style did not go unnoticed by those who 
showed a simple interest in the more primitive phase of Greek art thought to have been 
represented in ancient ceramics. William Blake (1757–1827) was one of those artists 
who were especially receptive to Greek art and neo-classical taste.123 Two line drawings 
(Figs. 3.43 & 3.44) at the British Museum copied from the engraved plates of the AEGR 
show again the extent of the impact that Hamilton’s published vases exerted on artistic 
practice. Blake’s acquaintance with classical art must have been explained in the context 
of his enthusiasm for the outline and the general opposition throughout Europe to the 
‘florid art of the Baroque and the Roccoco’.124 It was, therefore, the feeling of the purity 
of the outline that was strengthened by Hamilton’s published engravings. As Walter 
Friedländer remarks, Blake’s first impressions of Greco-Roman art came to him from 
the outline reproductions in the work of the ‘Athenian’ Stuart, Antiquities of Athens 
(1762). But even more influential to Blake’s work, as Friedländer continues, was the 
sculptor John Flaxman, ‘whose drawings and engravings, mostly of classical content, 
approach Blake’s nearest in their purity of line.’125  
 
A closer look at the two drawings, which have not yet received any attention from 
scholars examining the history, biography and reception of Hamilton’s AEGR (e.g. 
Griener’s Le Antichità),126 shows the artist’s own method of copying from the original 
source. Interestingly, and as others had done before him, Blake chose to interpret 
ancient imagery straight from Hamilton’s engraved plates and not from the original 
objects, which he could have accessed at the British Museum. Nevertheless, Blake is not 
particularly interested in all the details from the AEGR’s plates (e.g. the low altar below 
the seated Apollo, the ivy-leaves in the field and above the figures as well as the tail from 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
123  The bibliography on Blake is vast and can be summarized here (in relation to his acquaintance with 
Hamilton’s vases) in the works of Raine, ‘Blake’s Debt to Antiquity’, The Sewanee Review, (71), 3, (1963), 
382–383; Keynes (ed.), Blake Studies: Essays on his Life and Works, (1971), 62–65; Bindman, Blake as an 
Artist, (1977), 17, pl. 6; Butlin (ed.), The Paintings and Drawings of William Blake, 2 vols, (1981), pl. 174–
175; Blunt, The Art of William Blake, (1959). 
124  Friedländer, ‘Notes on the Art of William Blake: A Romantic Mystic Completely Exhibited’, Art News, 
(1939), 9. 
125  Friedländer, op. cit. (note 124). 
126  They have only been mentioned twice in the recent literature. Both references, however, have been 
presented either in the framework of an art-historical approach to the work of Blake (see Bindman, op. cit. 
note 122) or as part of a catalogue raisonné dedicated to the same artist.   
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the satyr offering a kantharos to Apollo in figure 3.43 and two torch-bearers on the left 
of the plate in figure 3.44 are all missing). Rather, he follows the original pattern in 
both drawings with clear lines without the desire to elaborate them. The absence, 
however, of more works of this kind does not allow us to gain a complete understanding 
of Blake’s particular motives in copying from AEGR. We may assume that once he 
familiarized himself with the latter, and since he was already acquainted with one of 
Hamilton’s previous possessions (i.e. The Portland Vase),127 he exercised his talent on 
these plates, in which the cult of Dionysus in a Bacchic scene and a Nike leading a bull 
are the main themes. Therefore, whether or not he chose only these particular scenes on 
purpose, is difficult to ascertain.   
 
 
 
Fig. 3.43 Drawing on paper, W. Blake, after d’Hancarville, (AEGR, II, pl. 68), 
unknown date, (27.3 x 42.2cm), TBM, London 
 
 
 
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
127  Blake was the engraver in Erasmus Darwin’s essay on the Portland Vase; see Raine, op. cit. (note 114). 
Another set of 18 plates (now at the British Museum) related to Josiah Wedgwood’s pottery were drawn 
and engraved by Blake; see Keynes (ed.), Blake Studies: Essays on his Life and Works, 62–65.  
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Fig. 3.44 Drawing on paper, W. Blake, after d’Hancarville, (AEGR, III, pl. 36), 
unknown date, (27.4 x 41.9cm), TBM, London 
 
 
 
The sumptuous volumes of Hamilton’s first vase collection were not the only source for 
copying images of ancient ceramics. Existing examples of such a practice in various 
repositories indicate the exact opposite. For example, the French painter Eugène 
Delacroix (1798–1863) was one of those artists who exercised their pencil on a few of 
painted scenes taken from ancient vases (Fig. 3.45). However, for various reasons related 
to the AEGR’s influence on various artists since Jacques-Louis David’s time – English 
neo-classical design, the luxury of the AEGR’s folio volumes and the popularity of 
Greek vases – yet again it was these engravings that were chosen for re-interpretation by 
another French artist.  
 
Fig. 3.45  
Brown ink on tracing,  
F. V. Eugène Delacroix, after a 
painted scene on a vase, unknown 
date, (21.3 x 31.9cm), [1943.815], 
Harvard Art Museums, Cambridge, 
MA 
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When the future editor of the publication of Hamilton’s second vase collection, 
Wilhelm Tischbein (1751–1827), was appointed director of what was then renamed the 
Accademia di Belle Arti, Bénigne Gagneraux (1756–1795) visited him. It must have been 
through the German artist, the sculptors John Flaxman and Antonio Canova, the 
painter and collector of Greek vases Anton Raphael Mengs as well as J. L. David and 
Goethe that Gagneraux came closer to examples from antique art.128 More particularly, 
his studies of Greek vases (in an album at the Musée des Beaux-Arts in Dijon) taken 
from the engraved plates of AEGR show the extent to which the latter played an 
important role in a remarkable production of drawings inspired from ancient imagery in 
the decade before 1800.129 Again, it also indicates that the individual artist’s approach to 
the aesthetics of the painted scenes from vases was mostly triggered by their latter’s 
appearance in print and not by their original form.   
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
128  Birgitta Sandström was the first to mention Gagneraux’s acquaintance with the engraved plates of 
Hamilton’s vases in Bénigne Gagneraux 1756–1795: Éducation, Inspiration, Oeuvre, (1981), 87–90. Her 
approach, however, strictly focuses on the artist’s affair with antiquity in general terms. A brief account on 
them with reference to Sandström’s work is also included in Accademia di Francia a Roma and Musée des 
Beaux-Arts de Dijon (ed.), Bénigne Gagneraux (1756–1795): un Pittore Francese nella Roma di Pio VI, exh. 
cat., (1983), 47–49, 135–136. All these have been summarized (without visual reference) by Griener, Le 
Antichità Etrusche, 98.  
129  Among the 90 or so drawings, the following can be identified: f.1 (upper-right corner), an Attic black-
figured lekythos (B573)/AEGR, I, pl. 60, an Attic black-figured lekythos (B576)/AEGR, I, pl. 66, and a 
late Corinthian black-figured lekythos (B27)/AEGR, I, pl. 80; f.11, an Apulian red-figured oinochoe 
(F379)/AEGR, II, pl. 23, and a Campanian red-figured lebes gamikos (F205)/AEGR, IV, pl. 84 (without 
the cover-lid that is pictured next to the bottom of the vase by d’Hancarville); f.22, an Attic red-figured 
bell-krater (F69)/AEGR, III, pl. 76; f.32, an unidentified vase (female, upper-right)/AEGR, IV, pl. 43; f.65, 
an Attic black-figured lekythos (Paris, Cabinet de Médailles 297)/AEGR, I, pl. 88; f.68 (upper part), an 
Apulian red-figured podanipter (F462)/AEGR, I, pl. 45, and (below), an Attic red-figured hydria 
(E225)/AEGR, I, pl. 32 (only 2 women and column on the left); f.78 (upper part), an Apulian bell-krater 
(Vatican, Museo Gregoriano Etrusco T2 17941)/AEGR, III, pl. 43 (scene on the left), and (below), a 
Nolan amphora (Paris, Louvre G203)/AEGR, III, pl. 49; f.83 (right), an Attic red-figured pelike 
(E405)/AEGR, I, pl. 112, and (left), an Attic red-figured pelike (E381)/AEGR, I, pl. 122. 	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Fig. 3.46 Drawing, various ceramics and bronzes, Bénigne Gagneraux, album, f.1, inv 5055 
Musée des Beaux-Arts de Dijon 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.47 Drawing, Bénigne Gagneraux, album, f.1, (detail) 
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The first sheet of the album is quite characteristic of the artist’s generalized approach to 
the imagery of ancient art (Fig. 3.46). Several vases are presented together with bronzes, 
sarcophagi and architectural settings in a curiously blended canvas of distinct forms and 
shapes of objects. Among them, on the upper-right side of the drawing, we can identify 
three vases taken directly from engravings in AEGR (Figs. 3.47 & 3.48). Although 
Gagneraux reproduced the shape of these vases faithfully, as the detail of Figure 3.47 
shows, he only approached the painted scene with light – almost transparent – strokes 
that can hardly help us trace significant borrowings. However, we can tell that they were 
copied from this work by matching the shapes and the vague impressionistic views of 
the scenes on all three vases with the original engraved plates of AEGR  (Fig. 3.48).  
Although the bell-krater in the upper right corner of the top of the sheet cannot be 
matched with certainty with a vase from the same source as the other three, it is 
interesting to note that the latter are the only objects that appeared with their scenes in 
the drawing. We can assume here that the artist was less inclined to be selective in this 
process, although the Corinthian lekythos depicting a seated griffin with crests and 
wings curved back had not been represented very often before. 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.48 Attic black-figured lekythos, 
d’Hancarville, AEGR, I, pl. 60, GRI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	   223	  
Apart from this remarkable concentration of objects in a single sheet, in which vases are 
the dominant subject, Gagneraux extended his choices to include more painted scenes 
taken from AEGR. In a scene taken from a black-figured lekythos depicting a warrior 
with a horse, two women and two dogs, he does not seem completely attached to the 
original plate (Fig. 3.49). In contrast to David and Gros, who drew selected figures from 
various plates on a single sheet, Gagneraux rather enriches the main scene on the 
lekythos with several other examples of ancient material culture that must have been of 
interest to him (as seen in Figure 3.46). These include a sarcophagus, candelabra, a 
helmet, traces of a chariot, an oil lamp and a skyphos. This is a curious assemblage of 
objects amidst a complete, almost identical representation of the original plate – due to 
the omission of the ivy wreath-pattern that runs through the whole scene in AEGR (Fig. 
3.50). This is another example of viewing, utilizing and experimenting with the primary 
sources that were either only available to the artist at that time or which were chosen by 
him for a reason.  
 
 
Fig. 3.49 Drawing, Attic black-figured lekythos, Bénigne Gagneraux, album, f.65, inv 5055 
Musée des Beaux-Arts de Dijon 
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Fig. 3.50 Attic black-figured lekythos, d’Hancarville, AEGR, I, pl. 88, GRI 
 
 
Figure 3.51 represents a painted scene of a vase that was part of Wedgwood’s pot 
reproduction process,130 and is also illustrated in the dedicatory plate of AEGR’s first 
volume.131 This pelike, which was purchased by Hamilton from the Mastrilli collection 
and thus also appeared in the Spiega catalogue, is another unique example of the extent 
to which classical imagery travelled through different interpretative styles, aesthetics and 
time. In short, it shows the influence of pure outline drawing in the interpretation of 
the same subject forty or so years later. Once again, Spiega’s elaborate – if not amateurish 
– version of the scene taken from the real object (Fig. 3.52) contradicts a more accurate 
but still idealized approach to AEGR’s engraved plate only with those elements that were 
considered necessary by the artist. Gagneraux chose to depict the subject of Zeus and a 
woman, who pours wine on a blazing altar on the left side of a sheet, which is also partly 
dedicated (right side) to another scene from AEGR. In contrast with the rest of the 
Dijon album, in which there are no decoration patterns taken from the engraved plates, 
the artist here features only a sample of the decorated necking with a row of trefoils 
above the scene as appeared both in AEGR and on the original object.   
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
130  See Ramage, ‘Owed to a Grecian Urn: The Debt of Flaxman and Wedgwood to Hamilton’, 8–12. 
131  See 2.6.1 (chapter 2), Fig. 2.10.  	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Fig. 3.51 Drawing, Attic red-
figured pelike, Bénigne 
Gagneraux, album, f.83 (left 
part), inv 5055, Musée des 
Beaux-Arts de Dijon 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3.52 Attic red-figured pelike, Spiega di 
Vasi Antichi, 
(c. 1755), 116, GRI 
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3. 6 
Conclusion    
 
Visual interpretations of surviving antique art are of twofold significance: on the one 
hand they reveal the artists’ desire to manipulate ancient material culture selectively 
through the individual’s own aesthetics and taste; and, on the other hand, they 
reinforce the critical argument that some others were accurately following the 
conceptual and visual appropriation of classical art. All of the artists have touched on 
the subject of Hamilton’s vases from their own perspective, but their interpretations of 
the past still differed – every approach reflects an individual view of any given context; 
an antiquarian and aesthetic concern for a conceptual and visual appropriation of 
ancient material culture.  
 
As mentioned already, the trend toward the acceptance of the classical tradition in art as 
worthy of the artist’s brush had begun in the Renaissance, but it was during the late 
eighteenth-century that contemporary art was able to transcend aesthetic and visually 
eclectic values from the art of the ancients in a popular manner. It was this 
transcendence that provided a suitable ground in which artists either used Hamilton’s 
vases because of the demands of the subject of their composition, or exploited them out 
of artistic curiosity in order to exhibit and submerge their own artistic personalities. 
Instead of using these observations to offer yet another explanation for the extent to 
which these artists were captivated by the power of classical motifs and forms, my 
intention here has been to demonstrate the lengths to which the individuals went to 
explore visual and aesthetic qualities from Hamilton’s vases. Summarizing the points 
made in the course of this chapter, I would argue that works of art (e.g. paintings) do 
not communicate meaning in regard to ancient imagery as historical texts. Although 
they are both closely associated with a visual network of aesthetic and antiquarian 
discourses, the former should be viewed instead as concrete evidence of one’s place in a 
social network as symbol of socio-cultural relationships. In the case of Reynolds’ 
paintings, for instance, artefacts help objectify themselves in terms of giving permanence 
to those associations that define the individual in the social network, such as collecting 
and connoisseurship.   
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In the case of drawings, Hamilton’s vases show how the interpretation of ancient 
material culture can reconstruct their meaning and aesthetic status even further. The 
above sketches are characterized by artists’ desire to understand the iconographic 
language of Greek pottery both in terms of its artistic qualities (e.g. through the figured 
scenes) and also in terms of the information it conveys about the archaeology of Greece 
and Rome. They also allow a foray into the intricacies of a creative process that enriches 
the analysis of the artist’s work, while providing access to the sources of his inspiration. 
Artists seem to have been in possession of Hamilton’s published engravings although 
there is not always evidence of such. The fashion of reproducing ancient vases and the 
popularity of Hamilton’s published engravings must have been triggered by the 
circulation of individual plates for those who could not afford to buy the complete 
catalogue.132 However, we should not exclude the possibility that several drawings must 
have been made from those editions – of lesser quality – that followed the original 
publication of AEGR.  
 
Further, I would consider the concept of drawing as ekphrasis,133 which refers to the 
description of an artwork in visual terms through the process of copying. This process 
can also be viewed as a desire to reveal the aesthetic particularities of mimetic 
representation and the distinct nature of artists’ work; that is, the relationship between 
visual narrative and the source image. It is a relationship that shows the structure of 
ekphrastic description of the essence (e.g. the figured scenes) and form (i.e. an outline 
drawing of the object itself as in the case of David and Gagneraux) of an artwork.  
 
On the basis of these arguments, I have developed a socio-cultural and art-historical 
analysis of a discursive approach to the divergent aesthetic and material qualities of the 
visual representations of Hamilton’s vases that were made in various forms, and for 
various reasons. Comparing and contrasting some of the multiple insights afforded by 
several attitudes towards vases, and mainly focusing on manuscripts and artistic 
products, this chapter has explored the changing and often conflicting meanings and 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
132  Vases and Volcanoes, 61–62; 
133  The term comes from the Greek word ἔκφρασις [εκ + φράσις] literary meaning description. 
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associations of the presence of vases in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century 
culture. In relation to the various patterns of vase collecting, and a narrative concerning 
the transformation of real objects into a medium in which the difference between 
artistic practice and aesthetic concepts towards antiquity were established, Hamilton’s 
first collection of Greek vases tells only one part of the story. The two collections can 
shed light on the discourses between objects and what they represent, and on the extent 
to which they have been received, re-interpreted, absorbed and transmogrified through 
the artistic climate of the time. 
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Chapter 4 
 
THE CONTEXT BEHIND THE FORMATION OF 
HAMILTON’S SECOND COLLECTION 
 
As previously discussed, towards the third quarter of the eighteenth century there was a 
noticeable change in the somewhat generalised appreciation of the works of the 
ancients, especially in the context of a recently developed and rapidly expanded taste for 
ancient Greek vases. Simultaneously, that taste had come to represent an important 
criterion for establishing social status, connoisseurship and aesthetic judgment. In 
practice, this resulted in three cultural developments. First, a considerable number of 
wealthy amateurs put their desire for and appreciation of classical art into practice, by 
acquiring (mainly from Italy and later from Greece) and importing to their own 
countries numerous examples of antique vases. Second, the advancement of and 
increasingly detailed interest in the classical past and its mythological rituals led to an 
unparalleled exploitation of ancient art through a continual flow of books that praised 
the art of the Greek and Roman past, and made use of public and private collections. 
Third, eighteenth-century artists saw contemporary art and craftsmanship through neo-
classical eyes, and therefore inherited an admiration for the works of classical antiquity, 
while constantly emphasizing either the relevance of ancient vases to the collector’s taste 
or their role as collectables and aesthetic ornaments. 	  
 
In this respect, the account of the reception of classical art presented in this thesis is a 
story of the relationships between objects and people, and between the ways in which 
those objects were re-appropriated, refigured and reworked by multiple persons and for 
various reasons. The association between this process and the cultural and social 
contexts in which it takes place, such as how objects were obtained and received and 
their relationship to the ideas and perceptions that triggered this knowledge, also are 
important elements in this story. Finally, the purposes, functions and roles for which 
objects themselves came to be used were examined.  
 
	   230	  
The next two chapters will consider the cultural context surrounding Hamilton’s second 
collection of vases and its considerable, but less influential, impact on the public’s 
perception of antiquity. The discussion follows the same structure and methodology as 
used in the first part of this thesis, focusing mainly on the vases’ presence and role in 
contemporary literature, art and craftsmanship. In particular, the following text dwells 
on the examination of this collection’s influence on artists and scholars, whose 
adherence to the works of the ancients was either transitory and unique, or was 
superseded by other forms of cultural expression, which were less complex and more 
popular. In contrast with Part One, in which the available material was rich enough to 
separate literature and art, sources pertaining to the aesthetic reception of Hamilton’s 
second collection are more limited; hence this will be discussed in a single chapter (5) 
(This is also partly due to the expanded discussion of the various approaches towards 
the pictorial appropriation of ancient imagery found in previous chapters – chapter 2 in 
particular. These themes are, to an extent, also associated with the life-cycle and 
interpretation of objects from the second collection, and therefore there is no need to 
analyse these themes again.) Before approaching this topic, the text provides both a new 
insight into the formation of Hamilton’s second vase collection and a critical review of 
relevant scholarship. 	  
 
This chapter (4) consists of five sections, which approach Hamilton’s second affair with 
Greek vases in a different light. To a great extent the significance of this collection lies 
in the socio-cultural discourses that surrounded vase collecting during the last twenty 
years of the eighteenth century. The following discussion thus highlights some aspects of 
the story that either have not yet received much attention and have been largely omitted 
by other scholars, or which represent a more critical consideration of Hamilton’s 
presence in the late eighteenth-century antiquities market. Thus, before discussing the 
aesthetic reception of Hamilton’s second collection in print culture and in artistic 
practice, I will first focus on the reasons that led Hamilton to collect again, the different 
textual and aesthetic directions that the production of the CEAV had taken, and, 
finally, the extent to which ancient imagery was being introduced and distributed to 
European intelligentsia at that time.  
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4. 1 
Naples and ancient vases in the late 18th century 
 
While collecting ancient vases became fashionable during this period, stimulating a 
desire for acquiring and viewing them, it was through the process of publication that 
ancient vases were decontextualised by being reworked as engraved plates in folio 
volumes. Whether sparse, luxurious, beautifully executed, or rendered with lower 
quality, these monuments of antiquity in print form were, in turn, involved in a process 
through which they became affirmative witnesses of the fame of particular authors, 
editors and especially collectors. Indeed, the commercial success of publications with an 
antiquarian element, as Rosemary Sweet has pointed out, ‘is tangible evidence of the 
undisputed place which a knowledge of history and antiquities held amongst the 
reading public’.1 It was in this context that vases flourished culturally, and their 
representations were gradually developed and visually understood, mainly because of the 
subjective interpretation of their contextual meaning and not their style and form as 
material witnesses of the past. Considering the role that Hamilton’s vases played in a 
period that saw the convergence of new antiquarian discoveries, intellectual vitality and 
the popularity of a new collecting habit and despite the fact that he may have been ‘less 
flattered with the advantage of possessing [vases], than with that of rendering them 
useful’,2 it is still quite remarkable that, before finishing the publication of his first 
collection– a project that was to prove very costly – Hamilton began a second collection 
of Greek vases. 
 
Hamilton was never an archaeologist by profession. Thus, as Jenkins suggests, it would 
not be appropriate to call him such, and thereby misunderstand his attitude towards art 
and antiquities, which went beyond the terms of intellectual inquiry. Instead, by sharing 
the ‘universal interests of the antiquarians of the past’,3 and also leading a trend rather 
than simply following collectors’ and scholars’ preoccupations with the classical world, 
he found in vases an intellectual excitement that served as a precondition for taking 
pleasure in classical aesthetics and the enjoyment of fine things. In addition to the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  Sweet, Antiquaries, 31. 
2  AEGR, I, ii. 
3  Jenkins, ‘Contemporary Minds’, 41. 
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antiquarian work in the ancient cities of Herculaneum and Pompeii and the thousands 
of Northern European travellers who had visited them, Hamilton’s collecting 
achievements and his acquaintance with classical art were highly visible. When Goethe 
visited Naples in 1787, for instance, he found himself ‘in a world which was completely 
strange’ to him. During an excursion amongst the ancient ruins that surrounded the city 
in the company of Christoph Kniep, he wrote in his diary with excitement: 
Our eyes and … our whole sensibility have become so conditioned to a more 
slender style of architecture that these … stumpy conical columns appear 
offensive and even terrifying … remembered the history of art, thought of 
the age with which this architecture was in harmony … and … I found 
myself reconciled to them … thanking my guardian angel for having me see 
these well-preserved remains with my own eyes.4 
 
Looking back from the last decades of the eighteenth century, Goethe was able to see 
the impact of the aesthetic experience of historical knowledge of ancient cultures. In 
another passage from his Italian Journey he praised Winckelmann’s accomplishments in 
tracing various epochs and styles ‘in their gradual growth and decadence’: 
But how to obtain this insight? Little spadework has been done … but the 
details remain uncertain and obscure. Special training of the eye … would 
be required, and we must first learn what questions to ask … Judgment is 
impossible without knowledge of historical development.5 
 
Goethe had never been a collector himself, but the particularities of material culture 
and the apparent elusiveness of antiquity seem to have shaped his mindset. In his 
words, we see a recognition that reception and emotion are integral to the process of 
accepting and understanding antiquity. This aesthetic involvement consists of 
qualitative and visual responses to the material world, and greatly influenced how an 
object was seen. Moreover, Goethe encapsulates the interrelation of monuments and 
visual arts, the revival and re-creation of antiquity in pure aesthetic and material terms, 
the making of modern culture from antiquarian discoveries, and an interest in the 
historical value of the artefacts. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4  Goethe, Italian Journey, (23 March 1787), 218. 
5  Goethe, Italian Journey, (28 January 1787), 167. 
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During this time Hamilton was also acted as a kind of informal art dealer, particularly of 
antiquities and furniture for his friends and other collectors in England. Lady Holland 
(1705–1774) wrote to the British diplomat in 1767 asking him to forgive her ‘taking the 
liberty of reminding you by this letter of the tables you so obligingly undertook to get for me, they 
were to be of Sicilian agate.’6 Whether or not the culture of collecting, in which Hamilton 
played a leading part, was merely a culture that became open to the majority of people 
who had the means to collect, as John Brewer has put it, it ‘was characterized by an 
emphasis on social display’.7 As such, Hamilton was very much aware of how to share 
his possessions with others and make them publicly visible as a vital means of attaining 
or maintaining social status and establishing social distinctions. After being presented to 
King Ferdinand by the British ambassador, Edward Gibbon wrote cynically that 
Hamilton was ‘wisely diverting his correspondence from the Secretary of State to the 
Royal Society and British Museum’ and hence, ‘has elucidated a country of such 
inestimable value to the … antiquarian’.8  
 
	  
	  
Fig .  4 .1 Portrait of Emma Hart, later Lady 
Hamilton, by John Raphael Smith after George 
Romney, 1784, paper, (37.8 x 27.5 cm), TBM, 
London 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As a proud and ambitious man, it is possible that Hamilton felt that sharing his 
empirical knowledge with the public could also widen his fame not only as a grand 
collector but also as a well-respected connoisseur and man of taste. Certainly, the big 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6  Morrison, Autograph Letters, no. 10, (20 June 1767, H. House). 
7  Brewer, ‘The Most Polite Age and the Most Vicious’, in Bermingham and Brewer (eds.), (1995), 348. 
8  Gibbon, The Autobiographies of Edward Gibbon, (1897), 168.  
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changes in his life that occurred in the last quarter of the eighteenth century, such as the 
loss of his first wife Catherine and his affair with the young Emma Hart9 (Fig. 4.1) soon 
afterwards, his continuous effort to leave the Neapolitan post for a more prestigious 
diplomatic position elsewhere, and the long-lasting effect that his previous collecting 
activities and the AEGR’s enterprise had on his financial situation, must have had a 
great impact on his future dealings with antiquities. More particularly, they might have 
functioned as inevitable obstacles in his ambitious plans. 	  
	  
Hamilton’s collaboration with the Queen of Naples, Maria Carolina, in a project to 
create the first Romantic landscape garden in Caserta would keep him busy after the 
mid-1780s. In this project, as Knight remarks, Hamilton had presumably thought that 
he ‘would have a pleasant occupation against the day when he wearied of collecting 
Greek vases and works of art’.10 For him, the idea of a garden a l’anglaise, similar to the 
one that had already been created by Marie Antoinette of France at the Petit Trianon in 
Versailles, was an instant passion, suitable to occupy his leisure time and polish his life-
style as a English gentleman. However, Hamilton’s involvement with the Queen in such 
an enterprise did not happen by chance. He had already decided not to collect again, an 
intention which he did not keep secret.11 The desire to be creatively involved in a 
project, which could potentially bring him benefits – either by a closer relationship to 
the court through the Queen, or even the possibility of seeking other advantages from 
her afterwards – is quite characteristic of a man of his oeuvre.12	  
 
Hamilton’s second ‘hunt’ for antique vases shows how rapidly the continuous search for 
artefacts followed a decline in the collector’s enthusiasm and his desire not to deal with 
his possessions anymore, and, therefore, the drive to instantly turn possessions into 
cash. Tischbein gives us a glimpse of Hamilton’s state of mind at that time: ‘he came 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9  On Emma, see Warner, Emma Hamilton and Sir William, (1960); Forthergiil, Envoy Extraordinary, 159–
170, 189–199; Constantine, Fields of Fire, 133–186; see also Fraser, Beloved Emma: The Life of Emma, Lady 
Hamilton, (1986). 
10  Knight, ‘William Hamilton and the “art of going through life”’, 17–18. 
11  Tischbein refers to Hamilton’s decision ‘not to collect art again’ after the sale of his collection to the British 
Museum; Carl G. W. Schiller, (ed.), Aus Meinem Leben von J. H. W. Tischbein, 351.  
12  In 1788, a year before Hamilton’s return to the field and after the Queen was tired of this costly enterprise, she 
dismissed Hamilton and the King took the project under his own concern.  
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one day full of happiness and told me that he could not resist buying vases again …’13 
There is no doubt that the four most important factors that led him to start collecting 
again were fashion, taste, financial need, the availability of both ancient vases, and his 
own freedom. At the same time, he could not neglect the fact that his diplomatic career 
was coming to an end. This was partly due to his age, as well as the fact that his lack of 
cash would force him to return to England sooner or later. Thus, he was well aware that 
he might not be able to collect again after his retirement in his homeland, where 
collecting antiquities of such esteem was an unobtainable pursuit for someone without 
the necessary financial means. 
 
Dominique Vivant Denon’s collecting activities must also have exerted a great influence 
on Hamilton’s mindset, and therefore urged him to collect again.14 It seems that they 
had never been friends, although they must have known each other during the time of 
Denon’s diplomatic post in Naples between 1779 and 1785, as one of the latter’s 
sketches of Hamilton’s portrait (depicting the aged British ambassador) indicates (Fig. 
4.2). The French diplomat was a grand collector and art connoisseur with an intense 
concern for the arts since his early years, who had also profited from his visits to the 
studio of Francois Boucher (1703–1770) and the atelier of the comte de Caylus.15 Apart 
from his connections to the most influential political and royal circles, he had formed a 
considerable collection of vases, ‘perhaps the most complete so far as shapes are 
concerned and for whom their discovery seemed “a singular service which I could 
render to good taste”’.16 Especially in a period when vases became a rare collector’s 
commodity, Denon’s acquaintance with them drew the attention of the Neapolitan 
community, and, certainly, Hamilton’s. As Vivant himself ‘wrote years later, Naples 
“unable to furnish me with adequate material for drawings and paintings, all my 
research was carried over to antiquity. The discovery of a Greek vase or any other kind 
in a new shape appeared to me as distinct favour I was rendering to good taste.”’17  
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13  Schiller (ed.), Aus Meinem Leben, 352. 
14  After joining Napoleon on his Egyptian campaign, Denon (1747–1825) was appointed director general 
of the Imperial Museums, which included the Musée Central des Arts (the modern Louvre), the Musée 
des Monuments Français and the Musée de l’École Française at Versailles. 
15  Nowinski, Baron Dominique Vivant Denon, 24. 
16  Quoted in Chatelain, Dominique Vivant Denon et le Louvre de Napoléon, (1973), 51. 
17  Nowinski, Baron Dominique Vivant Denon, 46. 
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Fig. 4.2 Sir William Hamilton, etching, print 
made by Baron Dominique Vivant Denon, 
c. 1791, (10.8 x 9.5 cm),  
TBM, London 
 
 
 
 
 
The presence of the French diplomat in 
the antiquities scene as well as his 
effective, and productive, collecting at 
that time must have triggered Hamilton 
to become interested in collecting once 
more. As a man of strong desires and 
unrivalled intimacy both with antiquities and volcanoes, Hamilton would not have 
effortlessly allowed a much younger Frenchman to take the glory of amassing the finest 
vase collection of the late 1780s. As soon as Denon’s vase collection had been shipped 
to Paris, Hamilton began thinking of his own new enterprise, which would include 
another ambitious publishing project, though it would be humbler – in expense and 
luxury – than the AEGR. The current study will examine the transformative principles — 
in form, style, value and conception — which governed the aesthetic reception of this 
collection, and which consistently opposed the aesthetic superiority and influence of the 
first one.  
 
 
4. 2 
Digging and dealing: Hamilton’s return to the scene 
 
Everything around Naples encouraged his passion for antiquity. An engraving (Fig. 4.3) 
that was made in 1790 by Christoph Kniep, and included as the frontispiece to the first 
volume of Hamilton’s second vase collection (CEAV) represents such an enterprise: 
Hamilton stands next to his second wife, Emma, and supervises the whole procedure, 
while holding a vase that had just been taken out from the ground (Fig. 4.4). It 
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illustrates Hamilton’s excavations. It also shows, from an archaeological perspective, the 
very first stage of the object’s late eighteenth-century life history. Hamilton admires the 
object as soon as it is found in the grave. By holding it in his hands, the collector 
establishes the initial phase of the object’s life as a collected item involving a sense of the 
discovery of the past. The engraving was accompanied by Hamilton’s comments in the 
introductory text of the same volume: 
I have been present at the opening of many of those ancient sepulchres, in 
which, and nowhere else, such vases are found: both in the neighbourhood 
of Capua, at Nola, in different parts of Puglia, and in Sicily … sepulchres … 
are of a dimension just sufficient to contain the body, and five or six vases, a 
small one near the head, and the others between the legs, and on each side, 
but oftener on the right side …18 
  
In his Outlines, Thomas Kirk referred to the same theme that Hamilton mentions in the 
above text. He wrote in 1804 that ‘the part of Italy, in which the greatest number of 
vases has been discovered, is from Capua to Nola’. He considered also ‘those, which 
were made at Capua’ to be more ‘distinguished from the others by the finer quality of 
their materials, the excellence of their varnish, the elegance of their forms, and above 
all, by the beauty of their paintings, in which the style and manner of the best schools 
are evident’.19 
 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18  CEAV, I, 22–24. 
19  Kirk, Outlines, (1804), xi. 
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Fig. 4.3 The opening of a tomb at Nola, frontispiece, engraving after a drawing by C. H. Kniep, 
Tischbein, CEAV, (1791), I, BRKU 
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Fig. 4.4 ‘The discovery of a grave in 
Nola’ (detail), black & white 
engraving, by R. Gargiulo after C. H. 
Kniep, Greifenhangen (1963), 87 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kniep features fourteen vases in the engraving, one of which is in Emma’s hands, and 
another lying amid the legs of the skeleton. Due to the nature of the colouring, at least 
eleven of the vases can be identified as red-figured, while the others have not been 
coloured. Next to Hamilton stands another figure, who is looking at the vase more with 
calm surprise rather than excitement. While Hamilton examines the vase, another man 
next to him holds a garment with his right hand underneath the vase, presumably to 
protect the vase immediately after taking it out of the grave. During his inspection of the 
vase, two workers continue to dig alongside the scene, while a boy looks after another 
pot in front of Emma. However, there is no more information on which vases were 
discovered, the exact place and the people that surrounded Hamilton. Thus, the 
engraving itself might represent nothing more than a fictitious situation.20 Although 
uncertain, it would not be too far-fetched to argue that, especially since such 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20  Kockel and Greifenhangen are in favour of that: Kockel, ‘Towns and Tombs’, in Bignamini (ed.), 
Archives and Excavations: Essays on the History of Archaeological Excavations in Rome and Southern Italy from the 
Renaissance to the Nineteenth Century (2004), 150; Greifenhangen, ‘Nachklänge Griechischer Vasenfunde, 
86. 
	   240	  
compositions are hardly to be found in the art and literature of that time, Hamilton’s 
figure might have been drawn on the spot while he was standing there. Emma herself 
may also have been present. If this were the case, I would add that Emma’s sudden 
appearance in such rough scenery could have been requested by Hamilton himself, 
partly in order to emphasize her presence by his side, and partly in order to indicate 
publicly the gentler and more erudite character of her personality than had hitherto 
been the norm.21  
 
Notwithstanding, by representing just an ordinary tomb, Kniep’s engraving aimed to 
illustrate the excavation context in which ancient ceramics were usually discovered. 
Although written long before Hamilton’s second antiquarian enterprise, 
Winckelmann’s belief that ‘on the discovery of one of these tombs, a drawing of it was 
made on the spot by this amateur and connoisseur of the arts’, confirms the importance 
of Kniep’s image, and partly enhances the possibility it having been drawn on the spot 
while Hamilton was present.22 The reason, however, for choosing Kniep for this task can 
be found in Goethe’s later account. The German scholar and poet refers to Kniep ‘as 
the most hard-working draughtsman’ whose ‘outlines leave nothing to be desired’.23 In 
addition, Tischbein seems to have advised Goethe to take Kniep instead of him in Sicily 
in order to take the most beautiful drawings during the journey.24 
 
By the time the first volume of Hamilton’s second collection of engravings had been 
published, Hamilton’s portraits by Allan and Reynolds had already been executed and 
the folio volumes of AEGR were already on the market. However, although the notion 
of the collector himself was often literary and intangibly present in his publications, 
Hamilton himself was rather absent in the visual documentation of his role as a 
collector of ancient art. Therefore, we might expect that he would have desired to 
appear in some of the images of his second collection, or at least he would have felt it 
necessary to do so, in order to make a greater impact upon his return to the field. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21  Evidence of Emma’s rough manners, can be found both in Fothergill, Envoy Extraordinary, 153–157, 
161–162, 164, 166, 168–169, 192–199, and Constantine, Fields of Fire, 154–181. 
22  Winckelmann’s own report is probably made after – or during – his sojourn in Naples in the autumn 
of 1767 and was published in the second edition of his Geschichte der Kunst des Altertums (1778); 
Winckelmann, The History of Ancient Art, 389–391. 
23  Goethe, Italian Journey, (23 March 1787, 217). 
24  Schiller (ed.), Aus Meinem Leben, 282. 	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Kniep’s image should not be considered as merely an artistic illustration, but rather as a 
figurative statement and useful addition to Hamilton’s literary commentary. The 
depiction indicates how he viewed his presence during the opening of a grave, as well as 
his relationship with the unearthed objects, to which he showed a considerable degree 
of attention. By drawing upon Hamilton’s antiquarian practice (something that has 
previously barely been emphasized in scholarship relating to Hamilton and his 
collections)  Kniep exercises his personal taste in selecting, first the noteworthy features 
of the excavated grave, then the people who surrounded him, and lastly the objects 
themselves. In bringing these three interconnected elements together in such an 
antiquarian enterprise, the artist finally determines the specific outcome of this practice: 
that, for Hamilton, collecting begins with observation and careful study of his objects.  
 
Furthermore, his strong desire to communicate his discoveries to the public, and the 
belief that the ‘public will be much obliged’ to him,25 may have led him to employ an artist 
to record those moments on the spot. He did the same with the celebrated Portland 
Vase, when he employed Giavanni Battista Cipriani to draw it before Francesco 
Bartolozzi produced engravings of it.26 However, the limited number of such images, in 
which particular collectors or connoisseurs could have been identified, makes it difficult 
to conclude that this was a common practice.27 Moreover, Hamilton was an ambitious 
man, and could have been one of only very few men in Italy to pay extra for such a 
purpose, even when his collecting passion and lavish life in the Neapolitan scene would 
have placed him in financial difficulties including serious debt. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25  Morrison, Autograph Letters, no. 111, (dated 23 October 1781, Caserta). 
26  See a letter to Charles Greville; Morrison, Autograph Letters, (no. 146, 7 March 1786, Naples). John 
Boydell published the engravings of the Portland Vase on 20 April 1786. 
27  See, for instance, an assemblage of graves and sepulchers in S. Agata de ‘Goti’, Canosa, Pesto and 
Torrento by Gargiulo, an art dealer and vase restorer in the Museo Borbonico; Greifenhangen, 
‘Nachklänge Griechischer Vasenfunde’, 86. 
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4. 3 
Hamilton’s acquaintance with and attitudes towards Greek vases 
(late 18th century) 
 
Hamilton grew up in a period that witnessed the development of civic humanism, as 
expounded in the writings of Jonathan Richardson and Anthony Ashley Cooper (third 
Earl of Shaftesbury) as well as the influence of a revived interest in Platonic and 
Aristotelian philosophy.28 This civic humanism was reflected in the philosophical state 
of the freedom to be occupied by cultivated interests such as art-connoisseurship. While 
the formal role of a connoisseur in learned and polite society depended on and was 
influenced to a large extent by the ideas already set out in Richardson and Shaftesbury’s 
writings, Hamilton found in aesthetics, politics and art a chance to develop his civic-
minded personality. The paradox, however, was that this civic-minded virtue flourished 
between the loyal commitment to Shaftesbury’s ideas of a gentleman’s public 
engagement with no financial interest on the one hand, and his strong desire for an 
active role in dealing in art and profiting from the art trade on the other.29 In this case, 
Hamilton was somewhere in the middle. He was not a professional antiquarian in the 
modern sense of the word, in that he did not earn his living from his collecting 
activities. However, while vases were inferior to marbles in popularity and monetary 
value, vases had their price, and Hamilton tried to increase their popularity in various 
ways. 
 
Among the continental visitors to the bay of Naples in the late 1780s was the German 
writer Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749–1832). On 22 March 1787, Goethe visited 
Hamilton with his companion, the future editor of Hamilton’s second collection of 
vases, Tischbein. The poet was eager to say that he would ‘linger somewhat longer in 
this school of light and merry living and try to profit from it more.’ He went on to 
describe the splendid view from Hamilton’s residence, recorded in a watercolour by 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
28  See, for instance, Gibson-Wood, Jonathan Richardson: Art Theorist of the English Enlightenment, (2000); 
Haley, The First Earl of Shaftesbury, (1968); Klein, Shaftesbury and the Culture of Politenes. 
29  Useful discussion is also to be found in Jenkins, ‘Seeking the Bubble Reputation’, 192. 
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Lusieri,30 and to suggest the uniqueness of the place in which Hamilton’s objects were 
kept and displayed:  
The rooms … decorated in the English taste are charming, and the view 
from the corner room is perhaps unique … There may well be nothing in 
Europe to match this … not in the middle of a large populous city.31  
 
In Goethe’s words, Hamilton’s residence had become a context for understanding both 
the particularities of a place and the collector’s attitudes towards it. 
 
Hamilton’s friendship with the new King, Ferdinand IV, was becoming even more 
affectionate. It does not seem too far-fetched to imagine either that the court gradually 
allowed Hamilton to excavate several tombs with unlimited access to their contents, or 
that the King turned a blind eye to his activities.32 This act of generosity – or turning a 
blind eye – on the part of the Neapolitan authorities was perhaps also motivated by the 
fact that in Hamilton they might have hoped to have a friend at the embassy and the 
British court. A description of an object in Hamilton’s collections by Goethe gives a 
vivid glimpse of the extent to which the King indulged the British Envoy. Goethe 
describes Hamilton’s ‘secret treasure vault’ as follows: 
… crammed with works of art … oddments of every period … vases … 
decorative implements of all kinds … I lifted the lid of a long case … in it 
were two … candelabra. I asked him [Hackert] … if they were not very like 
the candelabra in the Portici museum. He silenced me with a look. No 
doubt they somehow strayed here from the cellars of Pompeii …33      
   
Hamilton certainly might not have been keen to share his possessions with the many 
guests in his residence, and probably felt less comfortable to unveil objects he did not 
wish to be seen. Goethe’s account vividly illustrates that Hamilton preferred to keep his 
prized possessions away from the public. In the same passage, he also admitted that 
‘perhaps these and other such lucky acquisitions are the reason why Sir William shows 
his hidden treasures only to his most intimate friends.’  
 
Hamilton’s unwillingness to share the precise excavation spots and his most valuable 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
30  A View of the Bay of Naples, gouache by Giovanni Battista Lusieri, 1791, The J. Paul Getty Museum. 
31  Goethe, Italian Journey, 177. 
32  Fothergill, Envoy Extraordinary, 80. 
33  Goethe, Italian Journey, 315. 
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possessions is indicative of the tough contest to find and amass the best works available. 
A Scottish visitor reported that ‘he trafficked in the arts, and his hotel [i.e. home] was a 
broker’s shop. No one knew the value of a Greek vase or a gem better than the cavaliere 
Inglese, or where to place it’.34 This same author, who was clearly angry with Hamilton’s 
collecting practices, continued by saying that ‘he was jealous of all other amateurs, and 
was rather displeased that I would not let him have a superb vase, (which I had picked 
up accidentally) at his own price’.35 Thus, it seems that obrtaining access to Hamilton’s 
secret vault in the Palazzo Sessa was far from easy. A letter of recommendation was 
sometimes the only pass. Referring to the English architect James Playfair (1755–1794), 
John Flaxman wrote to Hamilton from Rome in 1792: ‘I have to entreat [sic] you to 
indulge him with the sight of your superb collection of vases, and to assist him as far as 
you conveniently can in advice and permissions for such things as he may be desirous to 
copy’.36     
 
The above observations shed light on some unexplored aspects of Hamilton’s 
acquaintance with antiquities in the last quarter of the century. I believe that these 
details, which have been overlooked or omitted in scholarship about Hamilton to date, 
can enlighten our understanding of the collector’s mindset with regard to the practice of 
collecting itself. It is this mindset that triggered Hamilton’s second involvement with 
ancient vases in the late 1780s, and can be considered responsible for the publication 
that followed. Moreover, it serves here as a vehicle for bringing together the discussion 
of the receptive process initiated as a result of the collection formed in the late 1760s- 
and the lesser, but still considerable, impact of the second collection.            
 
 
4. 4 
Hamilton’s second publishing project 
 
Over the last forty years, only a few scholars have discussed the story of the publication 
of Hamilton’s second vase collection, in the context of the study of either Hamilton and 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
34  Gordon, Personal Memoirs; or Reminiscences of Men and Manners at Home and Abroad During the Last Half 
Century, (1830), II, 386. 
35  Gordon, op. cit. (note 34). 
36  Morrison, Autograph Letters, no. 207 (13 March 1792, Rome).	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his life or vase scholarship.37 It is not my intention, however, to repeat the entire story 
here. Rather than focusing simply on what is represented – and how – in these volumes, 
my primary concern is the context of the visual and aesthetic approaches to classical art, 
and the extent to which these approaches were aesthetically and materially received, 
used and appropriated to provide models for aesthetic expression and artistic practice. 
As the archival research for this thesis has shown, although the cultural biography of 
Hamilton’s second vase collection – including its presence in the CEAV – is not as 
complex as that represented for the first one, it may well indicate the various, and often 
different, directions that the perception and view of classical antiquity had taken during 
the late eighteenth- and early nineteenth centuries. In order to study and explain the 
role of Hamilton’s vases in these processes, it is necessary to offer to the reader a critical 
evaluation, rather than a simple description, of Hamilton’s second project and the 
cultural context that surrounded it.  
 
Since the mid-eighteenth century, vases became an ‘attractive acquisition prospect not 
just for the nobility but also for the wealthier members of the professional classes’.38 The 
reception of the first publication of Hamilton’s vases was undoubtedly highly 
satisfactory to Hamilton, whose vision of a great pictorial assembly of classical antiquity 
had also been anticipated in the four-volume folio edition supervised by Tischbein. 
Whether it was the ease of their discovery within a short time that encouraged 
Hamilton to begin a second, though less costly, publishing project, or if it was simply 
the desire and ambition to collect that brought him back to this field, is difficult to 
interpret. However, as has already been argued in this chapter, the formation of a 
second collection at a time when vases were far more fashionable and valuable than 20 
years previously could easily have been a response to the demands of enforced leisure, 
intellectual brilliance, social status, connoisseurship and financial necessity. What is 
more important is that that the British ambassador was preoccupied with the idea of 
collecting vases and having them published.  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
37  A detailed discussion can be found in Smallwood and Woodford (eds.), Corpus Vasorum, 11–26.	  
38  Burn, ‘Words and Pictures: Greek Vases and their Classification’, in Sloan (ed.), Enlightenment: 
Discovering the World in the Eighteenth Century, (2003), 141.  
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Considering the vast expenses which the previous project had brought him, Hamilton 
may not have expected to publish at such length again, but rather to select ‘50 or 60 
prints of vases … the most interesting in point of subjects and elegance of design’.39 
Finally, as he wrote to his nephew in spring 1794: 
The sale of my books will soon bring me back the £600 I advanced the 
editor … My present collection of vases is fine beyond all description … the 
prints for the third [volume] are engraved; there will remain subjects enough 
for two more … if the public shall appear desirous of them’.40  
 
The illustrations for the publication, of which all volumes were dedicated exclusively to 
the earl of Leicester, took the form of simple outline drawings, which were less 
immediately expressive, excessive and sumptuous than d’Hancarville’s AEGR. The result 
was not the highly decorative presentation of the figured scenes, produced in colour and 
framed with bands of ornament like the ones in AEGR, neither was it the precise 
diagrams of the shape with black–and–white plates to illustrate the pot as a whole. The 
interpretation of the vases, therefore, was not focused upon their significance as objects 
of archaeological interest, but rather as works of art with an emphasis on their artistic 
rather than material merits.  
 
Unlike his previous publishing endeavour, Hamilton delegated the whole new 
enterprise to friends and respected men that he could trust. In the first place, Tischbein 
took d’Hancarville’s place as Hamilton’s publisher and principal collaborator. The 
French text was the work of Count Italinski (d. 1827)41, the Russian consul, who is 
credited with compiling most of the description of the vases. In a letter to Böttiger, who 
was about to publish the volumes in Germany, Tischbein expresses his approval and 
confidence in Italinski’s skills, while also foreseeing Hamilton’s death: 
Italinski is a brave man … who has spent his whole life studying the ancients 
… Because of our friendship and love for the subject itself he assigned 
himself for commenting on the figures of the vases … He got everything 
from real sources. He did not read new antiquarian scripts. This is also a 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
39  Morrison, Autograph Letters, no. 182 (Sir W. Hamilton to C. Greville, 6 June 1790). 
40  Morrison, op. cit. (note 39), no. 238, (10 April 1794, Naples). 
41  Born in Poland, Italinski became a Russian Secretary of Legation at Naples and later eventually 
appointed to the Russian embassy in the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies. He served also as the Russian 
Ambassador to the Ottoman Port in Constantinople.  	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mistake for our antiquarians; always one follows another without having 
knowledge of the originals … There are a few true art connoisseurs … 
Hamilton is one of the best and … his loss will be a great matter … and I am 
afraid that we will miss him soon …42 
 
In another passage, the German artist speaks of his excitement and pride in the 
opportunity given to him by the British diplomat. He also explains the importance of 
his involvement, as well as the significance of the circulation of images from the painted 
scenes on Hamilton’s vases: 
This proposal was very pleasing. The vases will become … famous, and my 
pupils … could benefit as well … I realized more than ever how Art and 
Science can benefit from that. We can learn more from the vase paintings 
than from the statues … While the sculptor creates naked figures … the 
painter does the same with clothing … From these paintings we gain 
knowledge of the garments, jewellery, household appliances and other stuff 
from the life of the ancients ...43	  
 
Tischbein’s excitement must be seen from the perspective of a more simplistic 
interpretation of antiquity than d’Hancarville’s excessive disclosure of an unrivalled 
imagination, and his more complex text. 
 
Apart from being ambitious foreigners, with in-depth knowledge of classical art, 
Tischbein and d’Hancarville had nothing else in common. The first came from a family 
of teachers while the second from a family of tradesmen; the first was instructed in art 
and historical painting since his early teenage years, while the second had become 
proficient in a number of languages and began his career as a captain in the service of 
Duke Christian Ludwig of Mecklenburg. While Tischbein had established himself as a 
portrait painter to the Prussian court in Berlin and had visited Rome in order to study 
at the private academy run by the Swiss sculptor Alexander Trippel, d’Hancarville often 
lived as an adventurer, frequently in debt, and had even been imprisoned. Moreover, 
the former became a leading exponent of the neo-classical style and attempted to 
establish a corpus of ancient works of art representing Homeric scenes.44 D’Hancarville’s 
writings, on the other hand, stem from his investigation of the irrational and exotic 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42  Alten, Aus Tischbein’s Leben, 78–79 (undated letter, c. 1800, presumably before October).   
43  Schiller, Aus Meinem Leben, 357–358.    
44  After he left Naples in 1799, Tischbein returned to Germany and worked on his most complex 
book, Homer nach Antiken (1801–1805, and 1821–1823).  
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sources of creativity.45 Moreover, in Tischbein’s case, intellectual brilliance and art-
historical awareness were not combined with d’Hancarville’s lust for socio-intellectual 
status, self-improvement, and a mixed blend of myth and history with little or no 
connection to the vases themselves. Hamilton found in Tischbein someone to share his 
primary concern of keeping the expenses in check, and therefore to confine the 
drawings to simple outlines, with no additional ornament or colouring. 
 
Count Andrew Italinski’s less-exuberant comments on the subjects and iconography of 
the illustrations contributes to a much shorter text than AEGR, although it is not so 
reliable in terms of classical scholarship and art-historical interpretation. Tischbein’s 
volumes are rather a remarkable witness of Hamilton’s own desire to share some 
practical information, and contain brief references to excavation spots and descriptions 
of some of the tombs in Nola, Capua, Puglia and Sicily, as well as comparisons to vases 
from other collections. This rather different scheme of moderate and restrained 
ambitions, with much simpler images of the vases engraved only in outline form, put an 
even greater emphasis on the linear, graphic character and the simplicity of the painted 
scenes on the vases; aesthetic qualities which came to be increasingly appreciated in that 
period. Further, at a time when the centre for the distribution of ancient ceramics was 
still Naples,46 wide circulation of these folios did much to awaken an advanced interest 
in painted vases and spur on frenzied activity on the part of collectors and the art 
market in general. However, CEAV did not sell as rapidly in the book-market as 
Hamilton’s previous project. King Friedrich Wilhelm II’s refusal to buy Hamilton’s 
collection in 1796, even after Hamilton’s own argument for the promotion of the 
porcelain industry with great financial benefits, is quite characteristic of the more 
limited impact that CEAV exerted on the art market and the public’s view of classical 
antiquity.47  
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
45  After his acquaintance with Townley and Payne Knight in late 1770s, d’Hancarville published on the 
religious and mythological origins of art entitled Recherches sur l’origine, l’esprit, et les progrès des arts de la 
Grèce, examining fertility symbols and themes of sexuality in Greek and Indian art. 
46  Bothmer, ‘Greek Vase Painting’, 188–189. 
47  Rietz, Memoires de la Comtesse de Lichtenau Ècrits par ellemêne en 1808, (1809), II, 132, Nr. 52, letter from 
Hamilton to Wilhelmine Rietz, Countess von Lichtenau (3 May 1796, Naples).  
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Hamilton’s primary aim was to provide – at an affordable price – a model for 
contemporary artists and manufacturers, a desire that had occupied his mind since the 
publication of AEGR almost two decades before.  Certainly, he could do this only if the 
cost of the production was greatly reduced. His choice of simple outline images instead 
of the elaborate coloured engravings of AEGR was therefore a matter of economy. It was 
also the result of wiser thinking and the restricted scope of such an antiquarian 
enterprise on the part of Hamilton, who was due to face his creditors again. Hamilton’s 
renovation of the Palazzo due to Emma’s presence,48 and the cost of the whole second 
vase collecting endeavour – including both finding vases on the spot and purchasing 
them from dealers – certainly would not allow him to be foolish enough to act as he had 
done before. In addition, the accepted canons of taste of that time would have 
discouraged Hamilton’s desire for an extended and more sumptuous interpretation of 
his vases, in case he were to decide to do so despite his lack of funds. 
 
Tischbein’s engravings were received with moderate enthusiasm by his fellow scholars 
and antiquarians. In the introductory text to this later project, Millin praises Tischbein’s 
work not only as it interpreted a specific collection for the first time, but also as it was 
executed with some intelligence, and engraved quite skilfully. Although the simplicity of 
the contour style as part of the artistic reception of classical motifs was the main 
aesthetic attraction in the CEAV, Millin also points to the tendency – presumably 
encouraged under Hamilton’s direction – to reproduce the original figures with some 
slight changes or improvements. Thus, although Tischbein could not disturb or change 
some of the original ornaments of the painted scenes, Millin refers to the engraver’s 
attempt to depict details, such as the hair of the figures, that could hardly be seen on the 
real surface.49 This desire to beautify the reproduction plates – although with a danger 
of distorting the original style of the scenes – can be ascribed to the overestimated 
artistic worthiness of the majority of the painted scenes, which he was meant to raise 
through this artistic practice.50   
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
48  In a letter to Greville, Hamilton states that the renovation costs were £3000; Morrison, Autograph 
Letters, no. 182 (6 June, 1790). 
49  Millin, Peintures de Vases, I, iv–v, note 20. 
50  Jahn, Beschreibung der Vasensammlung König Ludwigs in der Pinakothek zu München, (1854), xii. 
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Considering the prevailing ideas of a ‘pure’ Greek craftsmanship in the late eighteenth 
century, and despite the fact that Hamilton would have come to Italy with the 
commonly-held belief of the antiquarians of his day that the vases were Etruscan, from 
the very beginning of his tenure in Naples he was confident that they were made by 
Greek and Roman artists. In the preface to the first volume of his vases of ‘mostly of 
pure Greek workmanship’, he chose to speak for himself and his vases, rather than 
employing someone else as he had previously done with d’Hancarville. It may seem a 
little late to have done so, but it was after the publication of the AEGR that Hamilton 
became quite certain that many of the vases must be of Greek rather than Etruscan 
manufacture. In contrast with d’Hancarville’s refusal to admit the possibility that any of 
the vases of Hamilton’s first collection could have been made anywhere other than in 
Campania and Apulia,51 Hamilton argues for the exact opposite.52  
 
Hamilton himself never travelled to Greece. The Turkish occupation, his debts, his 
constant engagement with collecting and publishing, his affair with Emma, and the 
potential hazards of a journey to the Greek mainland did not instill in him the 
necessary confidence and motivation to travel there, and find for himself clear proof in 
the form of comparable discoveries of Greek vases. Even after Lord Elgin passed 
through Naples, staying in Hamilton’s embassy on his way to Constantinople, Hamilton 
did not make any effort to accompany or visit him. After all, he was able to inform his 
readers that William Pars had provided samples of identical pottery sherds he had 
found in Athens.53 It was Hamilton himself who directly used the evidence of material 
culture in order to justify his arguments, and to bring further proof that the vases found 
in various Neapolitan territories were of pure Greek craftsmanship. This belief is 
evident throughout his new publication, in which he placed his objects in a cultural and 
historical context that was totally absent before. Having all the evidence he needed and 
with much satisfaction, he was finally able to announce their Greek origin, and to be 
proud of his own personal role in advancing that argument.54 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
51  AEGR, II, 134–136. 
52  CEAV,  I, 20, 22. 
53  CEAV, I, 20. 
54  CEAV, II, 42–44 
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4. 5 
Naples, Weimar and Florence: aesthetics and objects in later 
editions of CEAV 
 
Although the publication of the CEAV took much longer than planned,55 it was a great 
success in terms of its production in several foreign editions during the years between 
1797 and the first two decades of the nineteenth century. This fascination was also 
expressed in various royal German collections of Greco-Roman sculpture that were 
formed at that time (e.g. Johann Ludwig, Earl of Wallmoden-Gimborn, Leopold 
Friedrich Franz of Dessau, Friedrich II, Karl Phillip Theodor and Prinz Christian 
August of Waldeck). As such, a German enthusiasm for a self-identification and 
engagement with ancient Greece was additionally strengthened not only by the 
established royal collections, but also by the newly imported classical art in print form. 
Tischbein himself triggered the initial demand for an inexpensive German edition of 
CEAV as early as 1792. He wrote from Naples in December:  
And if I had a good publisher in Germany, I could send him a number of 
them [engravings]; I wrote once to Mr. Herder [a German philosopher, poet 
and literary critic] but he did not answer; I wish that he could pick up for 
me the ones that I could count on because I don’t have great knowledge of 
these matters.56 
 
While the Tischbein volumes were still in progress, his attempts to publish the 
engravings from Hamilton’s vases in Germany proved fruitful. He was delighted that the 
German antiquarian and classicist Karl August Böttiger (1760–1835) was willing to 
write a German treatise to accompany the engravings of the Greek vases, and to make 
this work useful for the Germans.57 In the same passage, Tischbein mentions 
Hamilton’s agreement, and his desire to use the work to give scholars material to write 
about, especiallly those who did not previously have the opportunity to do so. Once 
more Hamilton is presented as a patron whose collection will provide scholars with 
exact drawings of his vases, so that they would be able to understand and explain Greek 
history in various formats.  Entitled Griechische Vasegemälde mit Archäologischen und 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
55  In March 1801 Hamilton was still claiming that the fourth volume was nearly ready. BL, Add. MS 
42069, f. 199v; Morrison, Autograph Letters, no. 444, letter to Greville, (25 January 1800, Palermo).  
56  Alten, Aus Meinem Leben, 59, letter to the Duchess Amalia, (18 December 1792, Naples). 
57  Alten, op. cit. (note 56), 63, letter to the Duchess Amalia, (17 March 1795, Naples). 
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Artistlichen Erläuterungen der Originalkupfer and published in three volumes between 1797 
and 1800 in Weimar, Böttiger’s work introduced the study of Greek vase painting into 
Germany, and provides a glimpse of the literary and aesthetic reception of classical art 
and, more particularly, Hamilton’s vases by German culture around in 1800.   
 
Böttiger’s introduction praises those ancient Greek vases, which have preserved 
undisturbed the beautiful original images produced by the most famous Greek artists 
for 2000 years under the earth.58 He also applauds Tischbein’s contribution to the 
outline style of the images as a splendid decision, worthy of contemplation. Böttiger’s 
introduction also reflects on the belief that the vases will be received enthusiastically by 
the Germans, whose exceptional luck lies in the fact that they do not have to pay too 
much – as the British did – for such treasures.59 In the same passage we encounter 
Böttiger’s desire to offer a new philological study, reminding his readers that the work 
executed upon these monuments of antiquity is so exceptional that we should only 
question their craftsmanship. Although only approximately twenty copies of the 
German edition were produced,60 Böttiger’s work was based exclusively on Hamilton’s 
vases, and his attempt to interpret them was based merely on their symbolic and mystic 
value, especially the bacchanalia, the mystic rites of the Greco-Roman god Bacchus. The 
significance of his work, therefore, lies primarily in the representation of the meaning of 
the painted scenes on the vases in the framework of a particular historical context, 
rather than in an interpretation of the past as a static collection of objects.  
 
Such attempts to approach history through symbols concentrated on the study of the 
images inscribed on ancient vases and other physical artefacts (e.g. coins and reliefs), 
rather than on the etymology or narrative structure of ancient myths.61 After Georg 
Friedrich Creuzer’s Symbolik und Mythologie … der Griechen was published between 1819 
and 1821, exercising a powerful influence by presenting a notion of the symbol with 
roots both in antiquarianism and idealist philosophy, Goethe’s criticism was directed 
against this alternative image of antiquity. This opposition provoked him to say with 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
58  Böttiger, Griechische Vasegemälde (1797–1800), I, v. 
59  Böttiger, op. cit. (note 58), vi. 
60  Landsberger, Wilhelm Tischbein: Ein Künstlerleben des 18. Jahhunderts, 131. 
61  See, for instance, Williamson, The Longing for Myth in Germany: Religion and Aesthetic Culture from 
Romanticism to Nietzsche, (2004). 
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irony that we should stop looking at objects, since the importance of words has been 
increased.62 In his words, we see a desire not to undermine the critical force of Greek 
myth, but rather to encompass art in a more humanistic form of beauty.  
 
A few years after the German edition of Tischbein’s original publication, a folio edition 
with the full title Pitture de Vasi Antichi Posseduti da sua Eccellenza Il Sig. Cav. Hamilton 
appeared in Florence, produced by the Società Calcografica (1800–1803). The edition 
was written in both Italian and French and was followed by Italinski’s text (as in the 
original). The fourth volume was supplemented with a commentary by the Abbé 
Francesco Fontani (1748–1818), a prominent academic and librarian of the Biblioteca 
Riccardiana in Florence. Fontani was eager to draw on the ancient classical sources in 
order to produce erudite interpretations of the scenes on the vases. Although the 
edition contained essentially the same illustrations as the original, the main difference 
was that the Florentine edition included colour engravings in all four volumes, instead 
of the pure black-and-white outlines (Figs. 4.5 & 4.6). Another difference in artistic 
terms was that unlike the absence of the engraver Clener in the original publication, 
where he signed only the frontispiece, he signed several plates of the Florentine 
edition.63 Volume I was dedicated to Hamilton and Volume II to the Marchese 
Tommaso Corsi, who was then known for his pioneering attempt to construct an 
English Romantic garden in Florence.64 Volume III was dedicated to the Marquis Don 
Pietro Gomez De Labrador, a Spanish diplomat and nobleman.65 Volume IV was 
dedicated to Baron Ermanno de Schubart, the Danish ambassador in Naples, who was 
also a collector and patron of the arts. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
62  [‘die Masse der Worte nimmt zu, man sieht zuletzt von der Sachen garnichts mehr’], quoted in 
Bothmer, ‘Greek Vase Painting’, 189. For Creuzer’s work, see Williamson, The Longing for Myth in 
Germany, 121–150. 
63  His signature can be seen quite clearly at the left bottom of the engravings. The plates that can be 
identified are only from volume I: Pitture de Vasi Antichi, I, pls. 1, 2, 9, 14, 17, 20, 24. 
64  See Hunt (ed.), The Italian Garden: Art, Design and Culture, (1996), 204.	  
65  Labrador (1755—1852) was sent by the Spanish King Charles IV as a diplomatic agent to Florence 
(1798) to accompany Pope Pius VI in exile, after the French had imprisoned him. At his death, Labrador 
was named Minister Plenipotentiary to the Papal States. 
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Fig. 4.5 Red-figured bell-krater, Pitture de Vasi Antichi, I, pl. 32, BRKU 
 
 
 
Fig. 4.6 Red-figured bell-krater, Tischbein, CEAV, I, pl. 32, GRI 
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The Florentine edition was also copied in Paris in four folio-volumes, although with a 
much-shortened text, but with the same title translated into French.66 Another Roman 
edition was published by F. de Sanctis in 1814. These editions were put on the market 
for a moderate price although the true connoisseurs, as Millin pointed out in 1808, 
would have preferred the original engravings due to their rarity.67 The Roman edition of 
the mid-1810s, for instance, was published in only one volume and in many fewer pages 
than all the previous editions. For unexplained reasons, the title of this edition (i.e. 
Pitture de Vasi Antichi Cavate dalla Collezzione Del Sig Cav. Hamilton) slightly differs from 
the Florentine one, and presents paintings from ancient vases ‘taken from Hamilton’s 
collection’ rather than those that ‘belonged’ to him.68 The text is much shorter, running 
to forty pages, providing a description of the exact sixty vase paintings of the original 
publication, although not with an exact translation of all the plates. Notably, in 
comparison with Tischbein’s volumes, the Roman edition is much shorter than the 
original.69 
 
The preface of the latter Roman edition, which was probably written by the editor, 
Francesco de Sanctis, points out the strong link between the Hamilton vases and the 
cities that were inhabited or built by Greek colonists, and therefore argues for their 
Greek origin. He goes on to support the publication’s primary aim, which had been at 
the front of Hamilton’s own mind as well, to provide contemporary artists with a chance 
to study the quantity of the subjects, the expression of the figures and the customs of 
the ancients. The editor feels an obligation to thank Hamilton for this opportunity of 
exercise taste and encourage the influence of classical aesthetics upon contemporary art, 
although the British diplomat deprived Italy of a great treasure when he sold his vases to 
the British Museum.70 The circumstances in which the book was published appear to be 
quite characteristic, as the editor admits that he omitted, very carefully, substantial 
material from the original volumes. He also states that his purpose is to inform the 
readers that the potential success of the volume would encourage the completion of the 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
66  Recueil de Gravures d’Après des Vases Antiques … du cabinet de Ms. Le Chevalier Hamilton (1803–1809).  
67  Millin, Peintures de Vases, I, v, note 20. 
68  ‘Cavate dalla Collezzione’ instead of ‘Posseduti da sua Eccellenza’. 
69  The length of the Roman edition is 30cm instead of 51cm in the CEAV. 
70  Pitture de Vasi Antichi (1814), preface. 	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whole enterprise, including three additional volumes. Considering the absence of later 
volumes, the result might not have been quite as successful and popular as anticipated.  
 
It is interesting to note here that in the above preface the editor informs the potential 
buyers that the cost of the Roman edition is even more reduced, which was also the 
main reason for such a shortened version. This comment, however, leaves us room to 
question partly the extent to which such a book was affordable for contemporary artists 
and manufacturers, as well as their actual potential to obtain the more costly original 
engravings. In short, since the Roman edition appears to be slightly reduced both in size 
and price – in order to make it a more widely and easily accessible public enterprise – it 
is hard to imagine that the original folio-volumes could serve this purpose successfully. I 
cannot help but wonder, therefore, if there was indeed such a case as to allow Hamilton 
to believe that middle-class artists finally would be able to acquire copies of it, despite 
his well-known and persistent desire for this. The fact that Francesco de Sanctis brought 
his volumes on the market for much less, and expressed his concern as well, suggest that 
price was an issue. 
 
4. 6 
Conclusion 
 
Hamilton was lucky enough to begin collecting again before he gradually found himself 
deeper in personal debt, and before he became involved in the looming revolutionary 
war’s delicate and tough diplomatic issues. His desire not to keep his possessions is 
quite characteristic of the limited enthusiasm he demonstrated for expanding the 
collection and eternally attaching his name to the objects. It is not idle, however, to 
speculate about what would have happened to the study of and the history of collecting 
ancient vases had Hamilton lived long enough, and had he not been separated from his 
prized possessions. His keen eye for the beauty of ancient art and his long-standing 
ambition to compete with his fellows in possessing the most prized of antique vases 
would have allowed him to raise the practice of collecting from a purely utilitarian and 
impersonal manifestation of a collector’s interests to a pursuit undertaken with sense 
and reason.  
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The desire to publish the images of his vases in the pan-European antiquities market 
was not, however, the only reason that forced him to engage in another large-scale 
publishing project soon after the first was finished. There have been various attempts to 
place his motives in a context of financial profit, rather than private pleasure or public 
responsibility.71 I would argue here, however, that even if Hamilton had hoped to profit 
in order to cover his extraordinary expenses due to his costly ambassadorial hospitality, 
marital duties, and antiquarian enterprises, it does not negate his sensitivity and civic-
mindedness when it came to collecting. Equally, regarding art as an aspect of morality 
and a means of establishing a reputation in polite society did not make him less eager to 
secure and strengthen his assets, and, therefore, to promote his possessions in the art-
dealer’s market. If it is necessary, however, to attach a label to Hamilton as collector, I 
would say that given his collecting choices, he was acting not as a pioneering 
connoisseur but as an erudite and observant dealer. In considering his two publishing 
campaigns, it appears that he was more an intelligent manipulator and advocate of 
classical art than a dilettante of hypocritical and insincere motives.  
 
In contrast to previous less-detailed scholarship on Hamilton and the socio-cultural 
context that surrounds his second collection, this chapter has set out to delineate the 
socio-cultural framework underlying Hamilton’s attitudes towards collecting and 
publishing during the 1780s and 1790s. It has also attempted to outline the extent to 
which his published engravings were influenced by the context of the contemporary 
cultural, intellectual and commercial approach to classical art. What remains to be 
examined, however, is the extent to which the aesthetic impact of Hamilton’s second 
collection – either in original or in print form – lies in material and visual responses to 
ancient ceramics, and the degree to which it influenced how objects were viewed and 
received by artistic practice. 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
71  See Vases and Volcanoes, 62; Vickers, ‘Value and Simplicity’, 106.  
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Chapter 5 
 
THE ARTISTIC RECEPTION OF HAMILTON’S 
SECOND COLLECTION 
 
As shown in Chapter 4, the formation of Hamilton’s second collection differed from 
the first in terms of the process of viewing, possessing, receiving and representing an 
object. However, the collection still consisted of tangible artefacts, which represented a 
physical and aesthetic contact with the past. Focusing on both the material and textual 
evidence of the early nineteenth century, as well as on the general willingness to extract 
meaning from objects themselves, this chapter will expand upon the presence and 
appearance of vases from Hamilton’s second vase collection in artistic practice of the 
years after 1800. Given their limited reproduction and re-appearance in print, drawings 
and contemporary craftsmanship, my intention is to draw conclusions about the 
production of knowledge about the past and the engagement with antiquities as they 
influenced contested ideas about ancient art in early modern culture. In terms of 
positioning ancient vases in the aesthetic context of these discourses, the following 
discussion will also help us to draw a line between the different but interrelated ways 
that objects from both collections came to be interpreted, received and appropriated. As 
with the previous chapters, the process of the selection of material is based on a concern 
to include a representative selection of ideas and canons of literature and art in visual 
terms rather than to assemble a comprehensive corpus of images and art historical 
interpretations. However, although the work of Kirk, Dubois-Maisonneuve, Moses, 
Millin, Milligen and Gros has already been discussed in previous chapters, I also briefly 
present them in this chapter – mainly due to the nature of their work; that is their 
acquaintance with Hamilton’s second collection as well.        
 
More particularly, this essay will argue for a more comprehensive evaluation of the as yet 
unexplored visual distribution of images from Hamilton’s second collection in the 
antiquarian milieu of the first decades of the nineteenth century. I will focus on the role 
and meaning that was ascribed to these images through both text and the art of drawing: 
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two cultural expressions that were far more representative of European antiquarianism 
than any other media. This discussion will further contribute to an elucidation of the 
role of classical images and their place in polite culture, providing a context for re-
evaluating their importance as a pervasive and essential constituent of the contemporary 
pursuit of art and literature, particularly in contrast with the aesthetic reception of 
Hamilton’s first collection. Finally, the role that the material and aesthetic dimensions 
of classical art in the form of Hamilton’s vases played in a unique early nineteenth-
century interpretation of ancient burial customs is described. 
 
 
5. 1 
Positioning Hamilton’s second collection in the publishing 
culture of the early 19th century  
 
As mentioned in chapter 2, during the eighteenth century engravings of ancient vases 
were regularly included in handbooks on antiquity. Antiquities in turn were published 
by both individuals and learned societies for a variety of reasons: as a tribute to their 
owners, to enhance the value of the originals, to advertise private collections, to improve 
taste in arts and to further scientific discussion. In the case of ancient ceramics, Greek 
vases in particular, could also be fashioned and understood through their unlimited re-
production and re-interpretation in print narratives of the past. As such, whereas 
classical taste may have prevailed in art and architecture, it was the unlimited presence 
of ancient vases on paper that exerted such influence that gentlemen were willing to pay 
a considerable amount for something they would never read, focusing instead on the 
illustrations.  
 
5. 1. 1 
Thomas Kirk  
 
Following the publication of Tischbein’s CEAV, we have seen that Thomas Kirk was the 
first to re-visualise Hamilton’s original engravings in the years after 1800. As I have 
previously shown, rather than an imaginative accumulation of ancient vase paintings 
with no specific visual orientation, Kirk’s engravings were instead a contextualized 
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aesthetic response to the artistic taste of that period and his own personal style.1 
Whether Hamilton’s decision to replace colour with the contour2 style was justified 
partly by economic reasons and partly by contemporary fashions,3 it is worth noting that 
Kirk’s Outlines (1804) dedicates only fourteen engravings to CEAV,4 while the remaining 
forty-eight were derived from the AEGR. The reason for this preference is quite unclear 
and Kirk’s selection criteria in his preface do not justify these numbers. His particular 
choices were not spontaneous, however; they must be viewed as the culmination of a 
project in which a new visual perspective of AEGR’s colour engravings was codified and 
became current.  
 
Kirk’s decision must not be justified in the context of an interpretive framework of 
visual texts that merely intend to celebrate Hamilton’s collection as something pleasing 
to the eye. Nor must it be omitted, remaining hidden in various interesting but sketchy 
accounts of Hamilton and his vases in previous scholarship. Instead, through an 
aesthetic interpretation of ancient motifs, serving as a guide to contemporary attitudes 
to the artistic reception of ancient art, Kirk tries to point out that the advantages of a 
true and correct outline can ‘be best obtained by the study of the forms without 
colour’.5 Additionally, the absence of any comments in Kirk’s preface about Hamilton’s 
second collection and its published engravings is characteristic of this attitude. Yet, 
Kirk’s plates aim to position both collections in a contextualized guide to culture, 
rendering them far more worthy of inclusion in a visual tradition of neo-classical 
aesthetics and taste than previous attempts. However, the pre-eminence of images from 
AEGR in Kirk’s Outlines leads us assume that the former’s popularity made them worthy 
of greater aesthetic attention and scholarly interest. Thus, it can be argued that the 
limited number of engravings from CEAV in Kirk’s work could be explained in terms of 
a deliberate additional tribute as much as a partial re-appropriation of a visual anthology 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  See 2.6.1 (chapter 2).  
2  The term comes from the Italian contornare ‘draw in outline’ and was used in scholarship since the 17th 
century to identify an outline that represents or bounds the shape or form of something. 
3  See, for instance, Panofsky, The Changing Aspects of a Mythical Symbol, 91. 
4  These are all taken from the first volume: pl. 13/CEAV, I, pl. 10; pl. 19/CEAV, I, pl. 52; pl. 20/CEAV, 
I, pl. 31; pl. 40/CEAV, I, pl. 12; pl. 41/CEAV, I, pl. 53; pl. 42/CEAV, I, pl. 14; pl. 46/CEAV, I, pl. 47; 
pl. 52/CEAV, I, pl. 1; pl. 55/CEAV, I, pl. 27; pl. 56/CEAV, I, pl. 9; pl. 58/CEAV, I, pl. 57; pl. 59/CEAV, 
I, pl. 18; pl. 60/CEAV, I, pl. 28; pl. 61/CEAV, I, pl. 2. 
5  Kirk, Outlines, v.  
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from both of Hamilton’s collections, which the editor was able to incorporate within 
the boundaries of a single volume.  
 
Although there is no explanation of Kirk’s preference for including only plates from the 
first of Tischbein’s volumes either, there must have been something that triggered this 
decision. Arguably, the quality of the engravings that appeared in the first volume of the 
CEAV exceeds the quality of the third. It was in fact the latter’s harsh outlines, in 
contrast with the first volume’s gentle touch, that led George Cumberland (1754–1848) 
to be so critical towards Hamilton’s last publishing endeavour.6 Cumberland’s hostile 
criticism in the Thoughts of Outline is directed not only to the quality of the outline 
drawings but also against Hamilton, as the chief operator of the project. This text, which 
gives a polemical review of CEAV’s third volume, offers an overview of the way in which 
the re-construction of classical art in a certain medium was received by an individual 
through a widely printed treatise.7 It reads as follows:   
… I do not scruple to say, that I allude to the last volume of … Hamilton’s 
Vases. This … volume, so long expected, so earnestly desired, seems to have 
given a death’s blow to all hope of ever seeing a faithful tracing of any 
antique design on copper-plate; for all the money expended in completing it 
has been worse than thrown away; Mr Tischbein has presented us with a 
heavy translation of … Greek vases, finely flourished, but materially unlike the 
originals, if proportion, character of heads, style of hair, or flow of drapery, 
were considered as worth preserving. And when this volume is introduced 
to us by one [Hamilton], who is not only a passionate admirer, but a real 
judge of ancient workmanship, as most of his collections have proved, it 
becomes doubly dangerous; especially when we are told, by himself, that no 
pains have been spared to make it so correct, that Artists may study these 
Outlines with as much satisfaction as if they had the originals before them 
… If such were really his intentions, the lovers of the Art have only to drop a 
tear, and to hope that the fault arouse from our ambassador’s having been 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6  Cumberland was a writer on art and a watercolour painter. He was also an honorary student and 
exhibitor at the Royal Academy Schools (1772) and the Royal Academy (1782–1783) respectively; see 
Ingamells (ed.), A Dictionary, 259–260. 
7  The book was printed just after the final volume of CEAV was already on the market. However, CEAV’s 
third volume reached the Society of Antiquaries, which was presumably among the first to receive the 
work, not until 1800. The receipt of the publication was acknowledged on the 18 December 1800. Thus, 
either we must assume that Cumberland had received the drawings long before their official publication, 
or that the Society of Antiquaries was not among the first to receive the work, which seems quite 
impossible given the fact that the Society and its President were the dedicatees.    
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too much occupied to have been able to bestow on them more than his 
wishes.8  
 
Indeed, Cumberland’s criticism goes on to justify his opinion by mentioning 
d’Hancarville, who, like Winckelmann, ‘unfortunately not an artist, gave us, I know not 
how procured, a dim, yet not inelegant shadow of those truly great performances’. 
However, given the importance of outline to late-eighteenth-century aesthetic theory, he 
later explains that ‘the work before us, pretending to accuracy has, in its total 
inadequateness, rendered even his very imperfect plates valuable; and by its giving 
symmetry of feature, in regularly irregular Outlines, where there are alone existed, grace, 
character, and motion.’9 Whether or not Cumberland’s advocacy of outline drawing, 
probably stimulated by familiarity with the designs on ancient Greek vases, was an 
enthusiasm shared with others, we might assume that his negative approach to the latest 
volumes of CEAV had an impact on Kirk’s decision not to use them as a source for his 
engravings.  
 
5. 1. 2 
Sig. Cléner 
 
The reception of these relics in print culture is also mirrored in a volume entitled Agli 
Amatori delle belle Arti presumably published by Cléner, an artist who worked on 
Hamilton’s second collection as the chief engraver. The undated volume, which has not 
yet received adequate attention in scholarship on the aesthetic reception of Hamilton’s 
vases, consists of only thirteen plates, eight of which are identical copies from CEAV. 
(Figs. 5.1 & 5.2).10 Five other previously unpublished vases were taken from the 
collection of M. Rainer. All thirteen plates bear descriptions with parallel text in Italian 
and French. Due to the delay of the appearance of the fourth volume of CEAV, Cléner 
must have been keen to publish several of the plates that he took with him when he left 
Italy, but the high cost of such an enterprise may have led him to proceed with a less 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8  Cumberland, Thoughts on Outline, (1796), 16–17. Part of the above passage appeared also in Brylowe, 
‘Two Kinds of Collections’, 47. The author, however, does not comment on the context of Cumberland’s 
criticism as I comment here. Brylowe did not use this criticism as a possible link to Kirk’s decisions to 
include plates only from the first volume of CEAV in his Outlines either. 	  
9  Cumberland, op. cit. (note 8), 17. 
10  These are: Nr. 1/CEAV, I, pl. 2; Nr. 2/CEAV, I, pl. 1; Nr. 3/CEAV, II, pl. 9; Nr. 4/CEAV, I, pl. 20; 
Nr. 5/CEAV, I, pl. 31; Nr. 6/CEAV, II, pl. 33; Nr. 7/CEAV, Supplement, pl. 34; Nr. 8/CEAV, 
Supplement, pl. 121. 
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sumptuous approach. However, the reasons for including such a small number of plates, 
many of which had already been published by Tischbein, is quite unclear. His desire to 
publish more vases should be seen in the context of the great extent to which the 
aesthetic of ancient ceramics was received and appropriated into the body of print 
culture around 1800 – a culture that both of Hamilton’s publications helped to 
promote to a unparalleled degree. It was this desire to ‘continue with the publication of 
all the vessels that were found’ that underwent the ‘transferring of his experiences with 
new zeal and dedication as well as with the precision of their execution’.11 
Demonstrating his confidence in the project, the editor goes on to explain in the 
preface that these separately-published monuments ‘will include drawings in outline 
only providing illustrations of the most popular and accompanied by scholarly text on 
the systems developed so far’.12 
 
 
Fig. 5.1 CEAV, I, pl. 2, GRI 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11  Cléner, Agli Amatori, preface. 
12  Cléner, op. cit. (note 11). 	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Fig. 5.2 Cléner, Agli Amatori delle belle Arti, (after 1800), pl. 1, 
Warburg Institute Library 
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5. 1. 3 
Aubin-Louis Millin 
 
Aubin-Louis Millin’s two folio volumes, entitled Peintures de Vases Antiques and 
published by Dubois Maisonneuve in 1808 and 1810, respectively, are quite 
characteristic of this period.13 Cléner was the draughtsman for approximately 120 plates, 
which were rather harsh and unreliable. According to a note written in French by Mr 
Steuart,14 90 of these must have been from those that Cléner took with him to France 
after leaving Naples.15 However, because Hamilton did not keep detailed records of his 
possessions, it is quite unclear which of these vases were originally from Hamilton’s 
Neapolitan cabinet. Interestingly, Millin’s description of the plates gives Hamilton’s 
collection – which was later sold to Thomas Hope – as the origin for seven plates, while 
the rest are named as belonged either to Tischbein (6) or other collections (e.g. M. 
Reiner in Naples, S. A. M. le prince Stanislas Poniatowski and Bibliothèque Imperiale), 
if specific provenance information is not provided.  
 
As previously discussed, Aubin-Louis Millin was a great mediator between French 
culture and that of the rest of Europe, especially Germany. He appeared to have a great 
sense of artistic life, antiquarianism, art history and contemporary scholarship. 
Therefore, he was keen to publish as many engraved scenes from ancient vases as were 
available to him. Although his Galerie Mythologique (1811) did not draw very much on 
d’Hancarville’s volumes, as I have shown in Chapter 2, he included many more images 
from Hamilton’s second publishing project. The thirteen plates represent simplified and 
rough images of vase paintings derived mainly from the second and third of Tischbein’s 
volumes, and only one from his first one.16 Instead of claiming – as d’Hancarville did – 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13  See 2.6.2 (chapter 2).  
14  The note has been transcribed by Jenkins, ‘Contemporary Minds’, 56. 
15  The ones, however, from the fifth volume labeled ‘Supplement’, bound in a series of miscellaneous 
plates, that can be identified in both Millin’s volumes are: I, pl. 4/CEAV, V, pl. 77; I, pl. 12/CEAV, V, pl. 
84; I, pl. 23/CEAV, V, pl. 75; I, pl. 27/CEAV, V, pl. 20; I, pl. 28/CEAV, V, pl. 83; I, pl. 35/CEAV, V, pl. 
73; I, pl. 36/CEAV, V, pl. 25; I, pl. 37/CEAV, V, pl. 26; I, pl. 41/CEAV, V, pl. 44; I, pl. 47/CEAV, V, 
pl.50; I, pl. 58/CEAV, V, pl. 30; I, pl. 59/CEAV, V, pl. 29; I, pl. 61/CEAV, V, pl. 21; II, pl. 13/CEAV, V, 
pl. 23; II, pl. 24/CEAV, V, pl. 1; II, pl. 28/CEAV, V, pl. 14; II, pl. 31/CEAV, V, pl. 32; II, pl. 32/CEAV, 
V, pl. 33; II, pl. 35/CEAV, IV, pl. 11; II, pl. 36/CEAV, V, pl. 58; II, pl. 44/CEAV, V, pl. 61. 
16  These are: I, pl. 51 (XIV)/CEAV, III, pl. 4 (falsely attributed by Millin to volume IV, pl. 5); I, pl. 259 
(LXVII)/CEAV, II, pl. 42; I, pl. 266 (LXVII)/CEAV, III, pl. 14; I, pl. 314 (LXXX)/CEAV, III, pl. 31; II, pl. 
392 (XCVII)/CEAV, III, pl. 38; II, pl. 408 (CII)/CEAV, III, pl. 2; II, pl. 425 (CXVI)/CEAV, I, pl. 7; II, pl. 
442 (CXXIII)/CEAV, II, pl. 18; II, pl. 459 (CXX)/CEAV, II, pl. 20; II, pl. 484 (CXXXI)/CEAV, I, pl. 6; II, 
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to be an expert in ancient art, with an equal emphasis on mythology and a desire to 
portray antique art through his own notion of history, Millin introduced classical art to 
his readers simply by re-animating, re-visualizing and presenting only the historical and 
cognitive qualities of the objects.  
 
Millin’s outline drawings, however, did not meet Cumberland’s expectations for such 
artistic reproductions of ancient motifs, who felt they should be ‘carefully avoided’.17 As 
demonstrated by the harsh drawing of the vase which, according to Tischbein’s 
description, shows Ortygia carrying Apollo and Diana (Fig. 5.3), Millin’s intention was 
not to produce a costly and excessive work that promotes art above the text. Rather, his 
intention was to publish a portable collection of various enquiries into mythology, in 
which works of art play only a secondary but crucial role. Therefore, by copying the 
monuments after the ‘best available sources’, Millin’s very short explanations of the 
plates may describe the ‘primitive simplicity’ of the objects, but they do not serve as a 
primary means for a contextual discourse between mythology, art history and 
antiquarianism.18 This desire to access mythology through the knowledge of a figured 
antiquity conflicts with the absence of a comparable approach to previous or current 
scholarship of that time, and an explanation of the reasons for not following the textual 
exegesis of his main sources. For instance, although in the short description of the plate 
(Fig. 5.4) Millin states that his main source is Tischbein’s CEAV, he does not follow the 
latter’s explanation. He simply identifies Latone as the female figure who carries Apollo 
and Diana without explaining the reasons for such a certainty; although Tischbein had 
also suggested this identity, he also proposes on page 8 of volume III that the principal 
figure is Ortygia.19   
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
pl. 501 (CXXXVII)/CEAV, II, pl. 9; II, pl. 600 (CLXV)/CEAV, II, pl. 7; II, pl. 610 (CLXIII)/CEAV, II, pl. 
6. 
17  Cumberland goes on to explain that the thickness and harshness of the outline drawings in general, 
should not be confused with the lines of unequal thickness found on the Greek Vases. He justifies his 
opinion by arguing that ‘they are never found on them studiously or systematically inserted; they were 
only occasioned by the instrument they used, and the necessity of being quick, not from any intention of 
the artists … a distinction, which, if generally known, would help the buyers, not a little, in making their 
purchases’; Cumberland, Thoughts on Outline, 18.  
18  Millin, Galerie Mythologique, viii, x. 
19  Millin, Galerie Mythologique, 12 (Nr. 51). 	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Fig. 5.3 Tischbein, CEAV, III, pl. 4, GRI 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 5.4 Millin, Galerie Mythologique, (1811), I, pl. XIV (Nr. 51), BRKU 
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5. 1. 4 
Dubois-Maisonneuve 
 
Plates from Hamilton’s second vase collection also appeared in a later project edited by 
Dubois-Maisonneuve, his Introduction à l'Étude des Vases Antiques (1817).20 Among 101 
colourful plates, there are eleven representative plates from the first three volumes of 
CEAV, as well from later publications. As in the case of AEGR, three of these plates 
appeared as complete engraved vases, and the rest as engravings of the painted scenes 
without any reference to the objects’ type and form.21 As the following example 
illustrates, Maisonneuve’s volume was the first to reproduce highly attractive engraved 
colour plates from Hamilton’s second vase collection in outline. Interestingly, and in 
contrast with previous engraved catalogues that interpret images from CEAV, the three-
dimensional image of a candelabrum amphora (Fig. 5.5) not only unfolds the object’s 
shape and form, but also gives the spectator a visual interpretation of the original image, 
presumably taken from an incomplete scene in Tischbein’s reproduction of the original 
fragment in CEAV (Fig. 5.6).22 The analogy that we see, however, between this 
‘beautiful’ shape and that of a candelabra amphora, as the author describes in his 
description of the plate, is new.23  
 
The choice of this particular interpretation, however, for which the Dubois-
Maisonneuve has given limited information, is not completely novel. Henry Moses had 
already published the restored version of the amphora in 1814, serving presumably as a 
model for Dubois-Maisonneuve’s rendition. In attempting to relate art to the subject of 
ancient imagery, however, Dubois-Maisonneuve does not mention Moses’s name but 
that of Millingen, who was about to publish the same scene in his Unedited Monuments 
(1822). It is still strange, however, to realize the extent to which the first was aware of 
the latter’s publication, and the inclusion of the scene in his catalogue of ‘unedited 
monuments’, as it appeared on the market five years later, in 1822. We may assume that 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20  See 2.6.5 (chapter 2).  
21  These are: pl. II–2/CEAV, IV, pl. 29; pl. V/CEAV, V, pl. 10; pl. VII–1/CEAV, V, pl. 31–32 (Fig. 6); 
pl. XVI–1/CEAV, I, pl. 23; pl. XVI–2/CEAV, II, pl. 58; pl. XVI–5/CEAV, V, pl. 66; pl. XVII 
(upper)/CEAV, III, pl. 9; pl. XVII (bottom)/CEAV, V, pl. 41; pl. XX–1/CEAV, III, pl. 1; pl. XXI 
(upper)/CEAV, II, pl. 33; pl. XXI (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 18. 
22  Comments on the interpretation of the scene in relation to the reproduction of the same image by 
James Millingen, can be found in Tillyard, The Hope Vases, 123–124. 
23  Dubois-Maisonneuve, L'Étude des Vases, 13.	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either Dubois-Maisonneuve had seen the manuscript of Millingen’s forthcoming 
publication after 1817, or that the former’s L'Étude des Vases might have entered the 
market long after the stated date on the title page (1817), a possibility that has not been 
discussed by Tillyard in his account of the Hope Vases when he refers to the different 
interpretation of the same object as it appeared first in Hamilton’s and later in Thomas 
Hope’s collection. 
 
 
 
Fig. 5.5 Dubois-Maisonneuve, L'Étude des Vases, (1817), pl. XX–1, BRKU 
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Fig. 5.6 CEAV, III, pl. 1, GRI 
 
 
 
5. 1. 5 
Giovanni Batista Zannoni 
 
While the frenzy for publishing ancient vases was already an important aspect of 
antiquarian endeavour, an Italian antiquarian and author of numerous academic texts 
published a volume on Greek myths, heroes and their interpretation in Greek art. In 
115 pages – which are hardly ever mentioned in studies of Hamilton and on the 
aesthetic reception of his collections – Abbe Giovanni Batista Zannoni’s Illustrazione24 
had no purpose other than to communicate some explanations about the study of 
antiquities to the public. By asking readers to accept those who give voice to new 
interpretations, the author claims that his commitment is to explain everything and, 
therefore, to compare a few of those vases and other antiquities that have already been 
declared understood by the learned antiquarians.25 Interestingly the author here 
juxtaposes – though without a visual interpretation – scenes and explanations from 
vases in Hamilton’s second collection with those published by other authors such as 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
24  The work, published in 1812 in Florenze by Presso di Niccolò Carli, bears the full title: Illustrazione di 
due Urne Etrusche di alcuni Vasi Hamiltoniani, dell’ Abate Giambatista Zannoni, Antiquario nell’ Imp. Galleria di 
Firenze. 
25  Zannoni, Illustrazione, 59–60. 
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Demster and Passeri.26 Starting with an examination of various representations of 
Oedipus’ blindness in Etruscan antiquities, Zannoni examined a few mythological 
themes (such as Menelaus and Helen) on particular vases from the last volume of 
Hamilton’s second collection (Figs. 5.7/hands of the left figure & 5.8/no.2).27 He also 
went on to recognize details of the same subject from relevant scenes in other painted 
vases (Fig. 5.8/no.3).  Hence, he uses these images as a vehicle in his attempt to detect 
some mistakes that ‘the illustrator of the fourth volume has omitted’ in order to argue 
that ‘the antiquities are nothing compared to those that still have false interpretation’.28 
Zannoni’s limited use of images from certain vases in Hamilton’s second published 
collection has another significance: it partly indicates the extent to which various 
scholars considered the information taken from the imagery of ancient ceramics 
important; and partly explains the influence that images from the CEAV exerted on 
print culture, while simultaneously becoming an integral part of antiquarian endeavour 
and vase scholarship. 
 
 
Fig. 5.7 Tischbein, CEAV, IV, pl. 50, BRKU 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
26  The two dedicated chapters are entitled: ‘Si spiega un vaso Hamiltoniano rappresentare Menelao che va a 
mano armato contr’ Elena; e si riconosce in altri vasi lo stesso soggetto’, 46–58 and ‘Spiegazione di alcuni altri vasi 
della seconda raccolta Hamiltoniana’, 59–114. 
27  The group of two male figures on plate 2 is taken from CEAV, IV, pl. 50; no. 3 is from CEAV, IV, pl. 
41; and no. 5 is from CEAV, IV, pl. 47. 
28  Zannoni, Illustrazione, 114–115. 
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Fig. 5.8 Zannoni, Illustrazione, (1812), pl. 2, BRKU 
 
 
 
5. 1. 6 
Henry Moses 
 
In contrast with the central place that vases from Hamilton’s first collection held in his 
Collection of Antique Vases, Altars, Paterae, Tripods, Candelabra, Sarcophagi, &c. from Various 
Museums and Collections (1814), Henry Moses makes only limited use of vases from 
Hamilton’s second collection. Interestingly, of the total 27 images representing several 
forms and selected painted scenes of antique pots from various collections, only one 
comes from a vase illustrated in Tischbein’s volumes (Fig. 5.9). In contrast with Dubois 
Maisonneuve’s image of the same vase mentioned above (Fig. 5.5), however, Moses here 
presents it as being in the possession of Thomas Hope. Although the proportions of the 
scene are more precisely and clearly executed in Moses’ version, he does not provide any 
other information about the vase or the interpretation of the scene. However, as 
opposed to previous attempts to interpret the material qualities of the object itself (e.g. 
shape), Moses gives the size of the vase as ‘Height 2 feet 7 Inches’, written underneath 
the image and above the caption.   
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Fig. 5.9 Moses, A Collection of Antique Vases, (1814), pl. 24, BRKU 
 
 
Of greater interest to our discussion about the role of Hamilton’s vases in engraved 
catalogues and vase scholarship of that time is a representation of Hamilton’s presence 
in the field, almost identical to the one which appeared as the frontispiece to the first 
volume of the CEAV. On plate 104 of his Collection of Antique Vases, Moses features a 
remarkable image of one of Hamilton’s excavations in the Neapolitan territory (Fig. 
5.10). This image has seen little discussion in the recent literature relating to the 
reception of classical art by the print culture of the early 1800s. In contrast with 
Heinrich Kniep’s picture (see chapter 4/Fig. 4.3), the caption of this image offers a 
different view of the whole operation, although they both present it almost identically.  
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Fig. 5.10 Moses, A Collection of Antique Vases, (1814), pl. 104, BRKU. The colour rings show the 
major differences between Moses’ and Kniep’s image. 	  
 
 
The ‘opening of a tomb’ is not a portrait with an ability to capture and convey insight 
into the sitter’s character. Like Kniep’s image, it is rather a witness to Hamilton’s 
	   275	  
antiquarian pursuits that appear to have been instantly captured by the artist, although 
it is the whole scene that gains the viewer’s attention rather than Hamilton’s presence. 
Though Moses’ illustration seems an exact copy of the scene – but from a different angle 
with rather harsh strokes – as compared to Kniep’s, there are some major differences 
that can be identified and that presumably mark the author’s interpretation of 
Hamilton’s own description:29  
-­‐ Instead of several vases featured outside the grave in the original, only three vases 
have been pictured in Moses’ image – two on the ground and one in a gentleman’s 
hands (red circles). 
-­‐ Emma’s delicate and well-dressed figure has been replaced by two female figures, 
one of which (in a chiton-like dress) is having a conversation with a male – presumably 
Hamilton – who inspects two vases together with a worker. Although it is unclear which 
one of the two females represents Emma, I suggest that the one in the foreground 
should be matched with her mother, Mrs. Cadogan, visited Naples occasionally and 
stayed in Hamilton’s residence. It is unlikely that Hamilton would have brought another 
woman apart from Emma with him in such an enterprise. Considering that Moses re-
imagined the scene based on Hamilton’s description in CEAV, and also had Kniep’s 
image as his primary source, it is difficult to ascertain Moses’s reasons for adding 
another woman in the scene (orange circles).     
-­‐ In Moses’ image there are two extra men on the right side of the scene – a worker 
and another (presumed) gentleman next to him, both of whom are inspecting the 
contents of the tomb. In Kniep’s image there is no such interest in the tomb itself 
shown by any figure pictured there (blue circle).  
-­‐ The total number of figures has been increased from six to ten and although the 
man holding a vase is a common feature in both images, in the latter he is not 
inspecting the vase carefully but he turns his eye to the conversation that is happening 
in front of him (green circle).  
-­‐ The pictured vases are not coloured and, therefore, cannot be identified as either 
red- or black-figured. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
29  CEAV, I, 22–24.	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-­‐ Another major difference is that Hamilton’s figure cannot be identified clearly – 
although the man on his knees next to the grave is more likely to be the British 
diplomat (black circle). 
There are no accompanying descriptive notes added by Moses himself, and therefore we 
do not know the reasons for the selection of the details shown. However, the image 
provides further insight into Hamilton’s system of thoroughly appropriating and 
apprehending ancient material culture as well as dealing consistently with its major 
components – in this case the Greek vases – materially, aesthetically, visually and 
literarily. Finally, it acts as a strong visual statement which was viewed as being necessary 
for someone for whom collecting proved to be more a matter of honour and reputation, 
than of instant excitement and contemporary fashion.  
 
5. 1. 7 
James Millingen 
 
As was the case in Moses’s work, James Millingen’s Unedited Monuments (1822) drew on 
vase paintings from various collections, but only one of the total of 30 vases belongs to 
the CEAV.30 As his main goal was not to imitate Tischbein’s outline drawings, but 
rather to elaborate the scene on his own aesthetic terms with the addition of colour, 
Millingen uses the same scene as Dubois-Maisonneuve and Moses did in order to give 
his interpretation of this composition (Fig. 5.11). While his publishing endeavour 
appeared in the market long after their volumes, he does not aim to interpret the object 
in the same manner as they did. Rather than presenting the material qualities of ancient 
imagery, he remains devoted to its aesthetic characteristics in an attempt to be as close 
to the original state of such an object as possible, in terms of a red-figured appearance. 
He also questions whether Hamilton actually owned the vase, or whether the image 
came from a fragment that offered a repetition of the subject as ‘it seems difficult to 
assign a reason for the omission of the other parts, without which, the subject is 
perfectly unintelligible’.31  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
30  Other sources are: The Louvre, J. Millingen, Durand (Paris), Giuseppe di Crescenza (Naples), Thomas 
Burgon, Sir W. Hamilton, Museo Pio Clementino, Count Lamberg (Vienna), Vatican Library, Studii 
(Naples), Sandford Graham, Thomas Hope (formerly of Sir W. Hamilton’s collection), Mrs. C. Edwards 
(Harrow), Chevalier Bartholdy (Rome), British Museum (London), M. Panettieri (Girgenti, Sicily), 
Chevalier Carelli (Naples), J. J. Middleton (Esq. of North Carolina). 
31  Millingen, Unedited Monuments, 44–46. 
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Fig. 5.11 Millingen, Unedited Monuments, (1822), pl. XVI, BRKU 
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Millingen knew very well that ancient vases displayed all the essential qualities of 
classical art. As the above discussion indicates, he positions them as objects of great 
value and ‘of particular service in illustrating the history of the Fine Arts and enabling 
us to trace their progress through different stages, from the feebleness of infancy to the 
decrepitude of age’.32 Following Winckelmann’s broad divisions of classifying classical 
art, he explains his main aim, which was to advance the study of this branch of antiquity 
by examining the true origin of these artefacts. He writes: 
‘Notwithstanding the various publications relating to it, scarcely half the 
number of vases existing in different collections have been made known, 
their number is continually increasing by successive discoveries ... A most 
useful undertaking would be a general collection of all the interesting 
subjects represented on vases, including those already published. Disposed 
and classified in proper order, they would afford each other mutual 
illustration, and greatly facilitate the progress of the study…’33 
 
It is quite clear that Millingen was not interested in using the outline in order to give 
scientific exactitude to antiquarian illustrations or to interpret unpublished 
monuments. His focus was instead to position vases and the subjects represented on 
them in the mystic ceremonies and tombs, and as symbols related to these ceremonies 
and associated with the deceased.34 Therefore, by rejecting the aesthetics of a pure 
outline as appeared in CEAV, he interprets the scene in a sense that reminds us of 
d’Hancarville’s own approach to classical imagery forty or so years before.   
 
In the course of the above observations on the aesthetic reception of Hamilton’s second 
vase collection by the early nineteenth-century printing culture, I have shown that 
ancient vases allowed publishers, scholars and collectors to negotiate between 
contrasting material contexts and aesthetic visions of antiquity. Apart from their desire 
to employ ancient ceramics in order to illustrate engraved catalogues and treatises on 
the myths of antiquity, little else was the same. Each of the volumes discussed here 
provided alternative frameworks for the reproduction of classical art. Although 
d’Hancarville’s illustrations in the AEGR still exerted a great influence, for example on 
the production of archaeologically exact renderings – even including the colour and 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
32  Millingen, Unedited Monuments, iii. 
33  Millingen, op. cit. (note 32), viii. 
34  Millingen, op. cit. (note 32), iv–vii. 	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correlation of the drawings with the original vases, the role of Hamilton’s second 
collection was not founded on any single and fixed principle. Rather it was composed of 
associated parts, which varied with the progress of artistic practice, the intercourse with 
mythological doctrines, and the shift from accuracy and utility to style and practical 
publication purposes (e.g. low cost). Moreover, the number of vase collectors had 
increased during the last years of Hamilton’s presence in Naples, and therefore, they 
were all looking for chances to publish their possessions in books for wider circulation. 
Consequently, the frequency with which Hamilton’s second vase collection would 
appear in antiquarian publications is not comparable to the reception of his AEGR. In 
short, this section might usefully be directed at setting up the main lines of argument as 
a necessary addition not only to Hamilton studies, but also to scholarship related to 
early nineteenth-century culture, the politics of representation in print, visual aesthetics, 
and the discourses between objects and text as well as their close interaction.  
 
 
5. 2 
The reception of Hamilton’s vases by early 19th-century art 
 
In visual terms, some of the most striking differences between the above publishing 
projects constitute the separation of the visual idea of the artefact from the actual 
artefact, the use of colour printing, and their intended purpose – either for utility or 
beauty. As the above discussion has shown, the illustrative purposes – served by early 
nineteenth-century aesthetics and taste as well as the fashion for the clean neo-classical 
line – were quite different in terms of scope, size, quality and production costs. 
Although the idea of a three-dimensional shape in print was not lost (e.g. Fig. 5.12), 
artists do not appear to have been influenced by the extent to which such illustrations 
promoted the antiquarian context and affirmed the authenticity of such objects. 
Instead, their work was rather closer to the simple lines as symbols of the survival of 
antique culture and the repository of its core values. Cumberland’s words give an 
additional meaning to this approach: 
For this reason I have treated principally of Outline … Till it be understood, 
that there can be no art without it, and that no man deserves to be called an 
Artist, who is defective in this best rudiment; we may continue to model, 
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carve, and paint; but without it [Outline], we shall never have artists, 
Sculptors, nor painters.35 
 
 
Fig. 5.12 Raccolta, Roccheggiani, 1804, pl. VIII, BRKU 
 
 
 
5. 2. 1 
Elie-Honoré Montagny  
 
Elie-Honoré Montagny (?–1864) was born in Paris, and, during his travels in Italy, was 
appointed official painter to Queen Caroline in Naples.36 After studying with David, he 
specialized in history paintings37 with an emphasis on neoclassical design and the 
troubadour style.38 However, he became more famous for his compositions inspired by 
Greek and Roman history and mythology such as Apollo and Phaeton, located at the 
Musée des Beaux-Arts et d’Archéologie in Besançon. The Élie-
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
35  Cumberland, Thoughts on Outline, 8. 
36  Montagny was the author of a perspective treatise adapted from Sebastiano Serlio and is known for his 
Recueil d’Antiquités Trouvées à Herculanum (1804–1805). 
37  A fine example of which (held at the Victoria and Albert Museum) represents the famous Renaissance 
author Torquato Tasso reading before the Duke of Ferrara (1059–1886). 
38  A French aesthetic movement that aimed to regain the idealized atmosphere and renew the classical 
tradition. Among its most famous exponents were Ingres (1780–1867), Bonington (1802–1828) and 
Delacroix (1798–1863). 
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Honoré Montagny drawings, housed at the Getty Research Institute,39 contain 160 
sheets (pencil, pen, ink and watercolour).40 These drawings remained unpublished and 
have never been thoroughly studied to explore the context of Hamilton’s vase 
collections and their reception by artistic practice after 1800. In addition to the 
perspective drawings found in the work of Vitruvius, Alberti, Barbaro, Troili, Galli da 
Bibiena, Pozzo, and others, there are 26 folio pages by Élie-Honoré Montagny, which 
predominantly reproduce 65 mythological scenes from the ancient vases in Sir William 
Hamilton’s second collection.41 They are taken almost exclusively from the first volume 
of the CEAV (Fig. 5.13). Only two folio-pages reproduce scenes from the second 
volume, and one from the third volume (Fig. 5.14). These drawings accompany other 
sketches of coins, wall paintings and sculptures, particularly from the Parthenon reliefs, 
the Campidoglio, the Villa Borghese and the Villa Medici in Rome, as well as 
Herculaneum and the Portici Museum. 
 
Montagny’s drawings, derived from Hamilton’s vases though not taken directly from the 
objects themselves, are a straightforward expression of the outline – based aesthetic 
doctrine. These drawings, which are mostly in outline-style, were released in the wake of 
the Tischbein edition of Hamilton’s vases. What makes this sketchbook remarkable is 
that, unlike other artists who copied part of the painted scenes from the engraved plates 
of Hamilton’s first and second collections alike, Montagny did not produce an 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
39  The GRI has recently digitized the whole sketchbook. 
40  I am grateful to Claire Lyons for bringing this sketchbook to my attention. 
41  These are: f. 4 (bottom left)/CEAV, I, pl. 47 (bottom right)/CEAV, I, pl. 19 (top right)/CEAV, I, pl. 5 
(top left)/CEAV, I, pl. 4; f. 9 (middle)/CEAV, I, pl. 8 (top)/CEAV, I, pl. 3 (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 25; f. 17 
(bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 1 (top left)/CEAV, I, pl. 13; f. 21/CEAV, I, pl. 51; f. 22 (bottom)/ CEAV, I, pl. 36 
(top)/CEAV, I, pl. 14; f. 23 (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 20; f. 23 (top)/CEAV, I, pl. 60; f. 24 (bottom)/CEAV, 
I, pl. 27 (middle)/CEAV, I, pl. 22 (top)/CEAV, I, pl. 49; f. 25/CEAV, I, pl. 31; f. 41 (bottom)/CEAV, I, 
pl. 55 (top left)/CEAV, I, pl. 54 (top right)/CEAV, I, pl. 52; f. 43/CEAV, I, pl. 26; f. 44/CEAV, I, pl. 24; 
f. 54 (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 2 (top left)/CEAV, I, pl. 57 (top right)/CEAV, I, pl. 38; f. 58/CEAV, II, pl. 
28; f. 63 (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 44 (top left)/CEAV, I, pl. 45 (top right)/CEAV, I, pl. 43; f. 68 
(bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 32 (top left)/CEAV, I, pl. 35 (top right)/CEAV, I, pl. 33; f. 69 (bottom)/CEAV, I, 
pl. 42 (top)/CEAV, I, pl. 41; f. 70 (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 34 (top right)/CEAV, I, pl. 40 (top left)/CEAV, 
I, pl. 37; f. 71 (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 28 (middle)/CEAV, I, pl. 30 (top)/CEAV, I, pl. 58; f. 73 (bottom 
left)/CEAV, I, pl. 7 (middle)/CEAV, I, pl. 16 (top left – in a circle)/CEAV, I, pl. 21 (top right)/CEAV, I, 
pl. 48; f. 74 (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 9 (middle)/CEAV, I, pl. 11 (top left)/CEAV, I, pl. 26 (right) [top right–
partly destroyed]/CEAV, I, pl. 39 (right figure); f. 75 (bottom)/CEAV, III, pl. 42 (top)/CEAV, II, pl. 21 
(left figure); f. 77 (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 56 (top)/CEAV, I, pl. 59; f. 78 (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 53 (top 
left)/CEAV, I, pl. 50 (top right)/CEAV, I, pl. 46; f. 80 (bottom right)/CEAV, I, pl. 15 (top right)/CEAV, 
I, pl. 17 (left–quite faded and reversed)/CEAV, I, pl. 29 (bottom); f. 81/CEAV, I, pl. 2; f. 82 
(bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 6 (top)/CEAV, I, pl. 10; f. 83 (bottom)/CEAV, I, pl. 12 (middle)/CEAV, I, pl. 18 
(top left)/CEAV, I, pl. 21 (left) (top right)/CEAV, I, pl. 39 (left figure). 
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imaginative rendering of any specific visual referent. Rather, he chose to present a 
nearly-complete volume of vase paintings and regularized details in his own personal 
style. This style produced nearly accurate representations of the source originals in 
CEAV; however, they cannot be considered to be copies of archaeological publications, 
nor of Greek vases. Rather they stand as creative interpretations of the essentials of 
ancient art, which Hamilton’s second publishing endeavour and the vases themselves 
also represent. Montagny’s style, relying on outline for the expression of three-
dimensional concepts in two-dimensional form, serves as a medium through which both 
painting and sculpture could be equated. In a period in which the aesthetic discovery of 
ancient vases in the social circle of Sir William Hamilton had changed attitudes towards 
classical antiquity, Montagny looked for aesthetic pleasure in something new. This 
echoes Joseph Addison’s remark that ‘everything that is new or uncommon raises a 
pleasure … [it] fills the soul with an agreeable surprise, gratifies its curiosity and gives it 
an idea of which it was not before possessed.’42 This seems to be the reason why 
Montagny chose to portray Hamilton’s second collection, rather than simply following 
his master’s (J. L. David) example of drawing only from AEGR, as many others had done 
prior to this time. The available archival evidence suggests that the artist’s desire to 
interpret images taken from ancient vases began and ended with CEAV.  
 
The individuality of the artist, therefore, which emerged from a liberal tradition, gave a 
new life to those illustrations, which had been continuously modified and copied by late 
eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century print culture and various other art media. 
Caylus’s responses to the act of drawing preceded the artistic development of this period 
and are still relevant. ‘Nothing so excites the genius of a Painter…’ he said in the 
Academie Royale in 1732 ‘as the examination of a fine drawing’.43 This honest 
exposition of the manner in which the artist knows how to read, understand and 
transform nature and the tangible expression of human form into an aesthetic 
interpretation of the chaste contour runs through his own ideals and the standards of 
romantic classicism.44  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
42  The Spectator, no. 412, Monday, 23 June 1713, 89. 
43  Elizabeth Gilmore Holt, A Documentary History of Art, (ed.), (1958), 322–326. 
44  See, for instance, Panofsky, The Changing Aspects of a Mythical Symbol, 85–90. Here, the developments in 
vase collecting and their aesthetic appreciation gave rise to a new kind of classicism, one of the most 
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Fig. 5.13 Drawings, Élie-Honoré Montagny, (detail) f.63 (bottom), GRI 
 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
characteristic aspects of which is that ‘it produced, in addition to a new interpretation of forms and 
subjects, a new technique of visual presentation: engravings consisting of outlines without either colour or 
modelling’, 90. 
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Fig. 5.14 Drawings, Élie-Honoré Montagny, f. 75, GRI 
 
 
 
5. 2. 2 
Antoine-Jean Gros  
 
Stylistic variety was a striking characteristic of French draughtsmanship around 1800. 
The neo-classical passion for antiquity led to a greater diversity in terms of artistic 
practice, which was also accompanied by the greater variety of classical themes that 
artists took as subjects. As a result, the almost purely-linear style with little or no shading 
or wash, which took inspiration from Etruscan vases and especially from the outline 
engravings based on them, served as a catalyst for a tradition that did not conform to 
neoclassicism with a cold and static academicism.45 Regarding Hamilton’s vases, as I will 
demonstrate, the diversity of this imitation and re-interpretation process was not 
restricted to the servile copying of painted scenes from ancient vases, but rather it was 
expanded in alternative forms of neoclassical aesthetic expression.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
45  See, for instance, Philip Conisbee (ed.), Exhibition of French Drawings: Neo-classicism, (1975), preface. 
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As mentioned in Chapter 3, one of the many French artists who visited Italy to study 
the great masters and to complete his training as a history painter was Antoine-Jean 
Gros.46 Torn between his fidelity to David’s style and the demands of his own talent, 
Gros was profoundly influenced by the classicism of his master and, therefore, he 
looked upon ancient art with great enthusiasm.47 Gros’s album contains several 
drawings from his Italian period, but only a few figures have been borrowed and 
adapted from the classical outline engravings of Tischbein’s CEAV. Although we find 
more elaborate representations inspired by the AEGR in Gros’s sketchbook, the artist 
did not leave Hamilton’s last publishing project entirely untouched. The following 
example from his small album housed at the Louvre – which has never been thoroughly 
discussed in the context of Hamilton’s vases and their reception – best illustrates a range 
of experimental aesthetic ideas that Gros had come across while in Italy, but had been 
unable to take further than his sketchbook. The idea of the drawing comes from a 
painted scene in the second volume of the CEAV (Fig. 5.15).48 The original scene, which 
depicts Achilles supporting Penthesilea, who has just fallen from a horse, has been 
elaborated in Gros’s artistic terms (Fig. 5.16). The artist here does not imitate ancient 
art; rather he uses the harsh slashes of his pen to provide a neo-classical expressionistic 
view of ancient aesthetics for their own sake.49  
 
Although it is a sketchbook and not a finished work, these partial views of the art of 
antiquity were embodied above all in the painting of the Greek vases; and, as Walter 
Friedländer remarks, ‘they wished to work as “naively” as had those masters of vase 
decoration. So they sought for a pure and abstract line…’50 Gros’s figures wear no 
clothes, have no accessories or armour, and the whole scene bears no decoration from 
the original. Thus, instead of flying drapery, helmets, shields and greaves, the two figures 
stand in a primitive pose, as a new conception of antique imagery. Whereas the 
popularity of the outline as an illustration for classical texts finds similarities in artists’ 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
46  See 3.5.3 (chapter 3). 	  
47  For his early passion in illustrating themes from classical literature, see Delestre, Gros, (1867), 8.	  
48  A description of the vase can be found in Tillyard, The Hope Vases, 155 (no. 301), pl. 41. The same 
scene has been interpreted with minor changes in Inghirami, Vasi Fittili, I, pl. 29.  
49  Expressing the view of different styles that existed in French drawings, Conisbee argues that as an 
alternative to the ‘ideal’ style, Gros’s particular works ‘consciously reject Rococo dexterity and virtuosity’ 
as being willfully aggressive; Conisbee (ed.), Exhibition of French Drawings, preface.   
50  Friedländer, David to Delacroix, (1952), 49.	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desire to re-imagine ancient art, Hamilton’s vases were subsequently responsible for 
founding in this pictorial source a tradition – or at least a long-lasting form of 
experimentation – in the visual arts. 
 
 
Fig. 5.15 Attic red-figured bell-krater, CEAV, II, pl. 5, GRI 
 
 
 
Fig. 5.16 Attic red-figured bell-krater, Antoine-Jean Gros, sketchbook, f. 4 (right page),  
Department des Arts Graphiques, Cabinet des Dessins, The Louvre Museum, Paris 
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Many artists – mainly under David’s influence – experimented with ancient art, and it is 
in sketchbooks and preliminary drawings that the nature of this influence is made 
clearest. Artists, who tried to preserve the aesthetic concept of classical simplicity, 
brought their imitations closer to the original scenes on Hamilton’s vases. While 
retaining the medium of silhouette, however, the influence was not strictly confined to 
the pose; it was also triggered by the artist’s desire for artistic reform. For Gros, it must 
have been connected with something essentially close to the examination of ancient art. 
Whether or not the sketches comprise a synthesis of figures from different selected 
plates, Gros was taking a step towards a desire to pursue the original style of the vase 
painting rather than to simply imitate or re-fabricate them. In this regard, Conisbee 
suggests that the style and pose of the seated figure seen in profile at the left of the 
drawing (Fig. 5.18) is found in the Louvre album (f.26).51 Likewise, I would further 
suggest that the figure style of the foreground of the same scene seems to be taken from 
a plate from the Tischbein’s volumes, though with some alterations (Fig. 5.17). Hence, 
as opposed to the more restrained and highly mimetic works of the classical tradition, 
Gros’s acquaintance with and aesthetic appropriation of the engraved plates of 
Hamilton’s vases were the reason for a more free adaptation of the imagery on ancient 
Greek vases. 
 
 
Fig. 5.17 Homeric scene, CEAV, I, pl. 5, GRI 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
51  Conisbee, Exhibition of French Drawings, no. 65. 
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Fig. 5.18 Homeric scene, Antoine-Jean Gros, from Conisbee (1975), no. 65. 
 
 
 
5. 2. 3 
Dominique Ingres 
 
A pupil of David (from 1797 until receiving his Prix de Rome in 1801), Jean-Auguste 
Dominique Ingres (1780–1867) was immersed in the world of antiquity through his 
teacher’s work. Pascale Picard-Cajan discusses Ingres’s acquaintance with antiquity and 
ancient vases in great depth and, therefore, it is not my intention to repeat it here.52 
Nevertheless, the great length of his work and the extent to which he copied images 
from the painted scenes on Hamilton’s vases, makes a brief reference necessary. Ingres 
followed the same approach as David in terms of drawing from ancient vases and 
organising these drawings in plates. Thus, the choice of subjects in a number of sketches 
finds similarities with David’s own artistic relationship with the same source; that is, 
Hamilton’s published engravings (AEGR). Picard-Cajan argues that some drawings – 
carefully preserved in the documentation of Ingres’ vast body of work – could have been 
made by David himself.53 In contrast with his master, however, Ingres chose to copy also 
from Hamilton’s second publication – presumably due to the availability of these 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
52  Picard-Cajan (ed.), Ingres et l’Antique: l’Illusion Grecque, (2006). 
53  Picard-Cajan, op. cit. (note 52), 34–35.	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volumes when the artist stayed in Rome – between 1806 and 1810 – and decided to 
study them. In order to achieve transparency in his drawings, and despite David’s 
influence, Ingres applies a different reproduction technique in the use of paper using 
graphite, black and white lithograph, watercolour, and, in some cases brown ink. Figure 
5.19 belongs to a set of several eighty-two leaves (from a total of twenty-two pages 
devoted to ancient ceramics), the majority of which is taken from CEAV. Ingres also 
copied from AEGR, Passeri and Millingen. Here, Ingres’ interpretation follows the exact 
style of the original source.     
 
 	  	  
Fig. 5.19 Drawings after Greek 
vases, taken from Picard-Cajan 
(ed.), Ingres et l’Antique: l’Illusion 
Grecque, (2006), 267 (pl. 112). 	  	  	  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. 2. 4 
Further exploitations of images from Hamilton’s second collection in early 
nineteenth-century art 
 
The artistic appropriation of ancient vases was in close proximity with an introverted 
and mystical version of classicism (as in the work of James Christie examined in section 
2.6.7), and sometimes in a dialogue with the formal properties of its aesthetics and 
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ideals. The process, therefore, of copying or re-interpreting antiquity has usually been 
seen as the main formative factor in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century artistic 
practice. Yet late eighteenth-century thought was convinced that concentrating on 
themes from antiquity was the ideal way to educate young artists in neo-classical values. 
While in possession of his second collection, Hamilton received various letters asking 
him to give permission to individual artists to copy and study them. For example, 
Flaxman wrote to him in 1792: 
Mr Playfair, an English architect, of whose talents you will be fully 
convinced as well from his conversation as his designs; I entreat you to 
indulge him with the sight of your superb collection of vases, and to assist 
him as far as you conveniently can in advice and permissions for such things 
as he may be desirous to copy.54 
 
In a similar letter to the British ambassador a few months later, Flaxman asked 
Hamilton to give further permission to Charles Percier, a French architect, draughtsman 
and drawing-master, whose passion for antiquity had been demonstrated earlier with the 
publication of his works on the Classical monuments of Greece, Italy and Egypt:55 
... I will trouble you at the same time to indulge me with particulars of the 
Greek stories represented on those beautiful Etruscan ... The bearer of this 
letter is Mr. Percier ... of the finest talents, for whom I will entreat the 
favour ... of giving him leave to see your collection, and to make some 
trifling sketches ... it is a favour which your generous spirit delights in giving 
to ingenious men ...56 
 
It is against this copying process of visual forms of artistic expression that the work of 
neo-classical artists using motifs from Hamilton’s vases must be seen. Therefore, I do 
not think that any of their work can be understood without the realization that it is an 
essential part of their socio-cultural background (see section 1.3.3) as well as of their 
close attachment to the appeal that the painted scenes, which were taken from ancient 
ceramics associated with the British diplomat, exerted on their work. 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
54  Morrison, Autograph Letters, no. 207, (13 March 1792, Rome). 
55  Percier wishes to adapt antiquity to contemporary era; ‘If the study of antiquity were to be neglected, 
soon all modern constructions would lose this regulatory force … which indicates to the artist the best use 
of forms and fixes their diversity within a sphere which should never be exceeded … We have striven to 
imitate the spirit of the Antique, its principles and maxims, which are eternal’; Percier and Pierre François 
L. Fontaine, Recueil de Décorations Intérieures, (1812), 17–18. 
56  Morrison, Autograph Letters, no. 237, (presumably around 1792–1793, Rome). 
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The period around 1800 saw a profound tension between ancient aesthetics, classical 
tradition and artistic innovation.57 One of the artists on whom Tischbein’s engravings 
from the CEAV had a profound impact was the German painter, draughtsman and 
theorist Philip Otto Runge (1777–1810).58 Remaining a master of the silhouette 
throughout his life, Runge was more impressed by the illustrations produced by 
Flaxman and Tischbein, whose outline style he found more stimulating. In these works, 
Runge found a source of inspiration and a chance to steep himself in the aesthetics of 
ancient art through romantic eyes. Three direct copies of Tischbein’s illustrations of the 
Hamilton vases (plus one pen-drawing of the same illustrations) in the Hamburg 
Kunsthalle exemplify the extent of their aesthetic reception. Hermann Mildenberger 
discusses Tischbein’s influence on Runge’s artistic career in quite some detail, and it is 
not my intention to repeat this information here.59  However, it is necessary to address 
Runge’s desire to alter slightly the original motifs and insert plastic values in graphic 
form, even when it seems that he is accurately copying Tischbein’s outline style. 
Through this linear re-construction of the original painting on Hamilton’s vases, the 
artist’s vision of the ancient past is expressed quite vividly through his aesthetic position 
between local traditions, academic style and the outline engravings in the diplomat’s 
possession.60  
 
While working on the engravings of Hamilton’s second collection, Tischbein, 
Hamilton’s chief editor, became such an enthusiast that he engaged on a project of his 
own. His corpus of illustrations representing Homeric scenes was published in 
Göttingen in 1801 under the title Homer nach Antiken gezeichnet (Homer drawn after the 
Antique). The work also included scholarly commentaries by Christian Gottlob Heyne 
(1729–1812), a professor of classics at Göttingen University. The product of their efforts 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
57  The works of Bryson and Gotlied, for instance, refer to French painting for its precarious relationship 
with the past and its proper imbalance of emulation and originality; Bryson, Tradition and Desire: From 
David to Delacroix, (1984); Gotlieb, The Plight of Emulation, (1996). 
58  On Runge, see the two major studies by Traeger, Philipp Otto Runge und sein Werk: Monographie und 
Kritischer Katalog, (1975) and Jensen, Philipp Otto Runge: Leben und Werk, (1977). 
59  On Runge’s artistic relationship with Tischbein, see Mildenberger, ‘Hamilton, Tischbein and Philipp 
Otto Runge’, and ‘J. H. W. Tischbein – Philip Otto Runge – Friedrich Overbeck’. For other stylistic 
influences of ancient art on Runge’s primitive compositions, see Connelly, ‘Poetic Monsters and Nature 
Hieroglyphics: The Precocious Primitivism of Philipp Otto Runge’, Art Journal, (1993); Berefelt, Philip 
Otto Runge: Zwischen Aufbruch und Opposition, 1777–1802, (1961); see also Traeger, ‘Aus Philipp Otto 
Runges Anfängen als Maler’, ZKG, (1992). 
60  See also Berefelt, op. cit. (note 59), 168–169. 
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was one of the greatest illustrated books produced in Germany at the time. It serves also 
as a characteristic example of the influence that Tischbein’s acquaintance with 
Hamilton’s vases exerted on his desire to rely solely on the original antique visual 
sources for inspiration and guidance. 
 
 
Fig. 5.20 CEAV, I, pl. 2, GRI 
 
 
Fig. 5.21 Ulyss, der um Gastrecht bittet (Ulyss, 
asking for hospitality), (1801),  
pl. btw pp. 18–19, BRKU 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 5.22 CEAV, I, 2 (detail) GRI 
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Both publications have been studied in the framework of an art-historical and 
biographical analysis of Tischbein’s work. However, what is of interest here and has 
been missing from recent discussions on the influence that the CEAV exerted on artists 
and related projects, is that apart from the Homeric motifs drawn from ancient reliefs, 
gems and other objects of various sizes and shapes in Tischbein’s Homer, there are at 
least two direct copies of his illustrations of the Hamilton’s vases. On the above image 
(Fig. 5.21), for instance, Ulysses’s figure seems to be taken from a vase that was found 
near Capua and published in the first volume of the CEAV (Figs. 5.20 & 5.22-detail). 
However, Ulysses displays only slight differences with Bellerophon presenting the 
perfume to the daughter of Jobates on left of the vase painting. The outline is not so 
strictly stylized as in the CEAV, and the proportions of the figure have been slightly 
altered with the addition of clothes and other accessories (e.g. a long wooden crook). As 
in the case of another illustration of Ulysses shown below (Fig. 5.23), the drawings in 
Homer are stylized with a more intense form and depth lines, intended to indicate the 
darker parts of the figure of Marsyas sitting on the rock with his legs crossed (Fig. 5.24) 
by recreating the plastic values of the 
vases on a three-dimensional image. It is 
interesting to note, however, that 
although light and shadow are quite 
differently expressed in both cases, the 
actual compositions in Tischbein’s later 
work are still solely inspired by the 
original painted scenes as recorded in 
Hamilton’s second engraved catalogue of 
his vases.  
 
Fig. 5.23 Ulyss sitzend am Ufer des Meers  
(Ulysses sitting on the shore of the sea), 
(1801), pl. between pp. 10–11, BRKU 
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Fig. 5.24 Attic re-figured bell-krater, CEAV, III, pl. 5, GRI 
 
 
The scene of Apollo, who stands ‘in the midst of the assembly of the gods, and 
enchanting them with the sound of the lyre’61 is also a very characteristic example of the 
transformation of the original engravings of the painted scenes on Hamilton’s vases. 
Tischbein believed that Figure 24 represents a Homeric scene. Thus, in the description 
of the image in the third volume of CEAV, he uses Homer’s words to support his 
argument. It is true, however, that the limited graphic effect of the black and white 
outline could not entirely capture Apollo ‘covered by immortal and odoriferous 
garments, … his tunic … spread a splendid light, and … his eyes announced the divine 
fire …’ as Homer describes. Although Tischbein argues that the ancient painter 
expresses here the ideas of Homer, the latter’s words are reflected in much greater detail 
in one of the sixteen sketches done by Tischbein and entitled Idyllen (Fig. 25).62 
Accompanying Goethe’s cycle of poems, the scene, which is now transformed from 
outline to full colour – shows the tension between image and words and how Goethe 
projected his own concerns into Tischbein work – through a painted scene on a vase 
from Hamilton’s collection. More elaborately executed, and in contrast to the pure 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
61  CEAV, III, 8–9. 
62  See Mildenberger, J. H. W. Tischbein – Philip Otto Runge – Friedrich Overbeck, 46; see also Reindl, Johann 
Heinrich Wilhelm Tischbein: Idyllen, (1982), 101–107. 
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outline of the source engraving, the idyll visualises the dramatic tone of the Homeric 
hymn to Apollo, in which the ‘splendid light’ and the ‘divine fire’ have been stylistically 
applied. 
 
 
Fig. 5.25 Apollo with a lyre, Idyllen, Tischbein, oil on wood, (42 x 33cm), taken from Reindl 
(1982), 16 (4). The composition is related to a set of Italian landscapes delivered to the Duke 
Peter of Oldenburh in 1821. In the same year, Tischbein sent watercolour copies of this work to 
Goethe, who used them to accompany his verse cycle Wilhelm Tischbein’s Idyllen. Tischbein re-
used the above illustration from CEAV (III, pl. 5).   
 
 
 
It seems that while editing the second collection of Hamilton’s vases, Tischbein was not 
alone in establishing the outline style as a pure manifestation of transposing paintings 
into line. This establishment coincided with Hamilton’s engraved plates, and there were 
several artists to whom the outline drawing became a familiar item in their acquaintance 
with the ceramic prototypes. Artists like Gros and Montagny, for instance, did not 
engage in creating something new. Those scenes from ancient vases featured in their 
notebook sketches should not be considered important for their artistic merit. It is 
through these views that the artists’ perception of classical art was transliterated as the 
result of the development of a very personal pictorial synthesis of the source material, 
rather than of their peculiar shapes and material form. Therefore, whereas publishers 
and engravers such as Kirk, Millin, Dubois-Maisonnaive, Moses and Millingen 
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approached ancient vases differently, mainly due to their diverse textual analysis, the 
above albums tell the same story: that of a elaborate modification of what they all knew 
to be academically correct. Despite that, one album after another, or even one drawing 
after another, reproduces stray elements borrowed from Hamilton’s vases and bears only 
superficial resemblance to those silhouettes that captured the artist’s interest. 
Additionally, and in contrast to the presence of Hamilton’s first collection in late 
eighteenth- and early nineteenth century paintings, we rarely encounter in paintings 
from the same period – at least based on the available material and previous scholarship 
– objects from his second collection. A painting by the Danish artist Johan Laurentz 
Jensen, for instance, which features a scene from CEAV (I, 45) – and has been studied 
already by Greifenhangen63 – is the only example (Fig. 5.26). 
  
 
Fig. 5.26 Flowers in a Vase, by J. L. Jensen, 1834, oil on canvas (87 x 74cm), 
Statens Museum for Kunst, Copenhangen. 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
63  Greifenhangen, Griechische Vasen auf Bildern des 19. Jahrhunderts, (1978), 23–24, pl. 13. 
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5. 3 
Early 19th–century craftsmanship and Hamilton’s vases: 
the case of a cork model in Sir John Soane’s Museum  
 
The copying and recording of ancinet art, as in the case of Tischbein’s Idyllen, impacted 
on an artistic ekphrasis, in which ancient literary sources were transformed into an 
elaborate visual interpretation of Hamilton’s vases. In short, the aesthetic spirit of the 
classical past was caught and gradually transformed into modern artistic forms and 
expressions. This ekphrasis, however, was the impetus for a further development and 
expression of artists’ vision, and thus was transformed from an intellectual exercise into 
an essential part of the material perception of antiquity.  
 
In this regard, a few of Hamilton’s vases also appeared in a cork model of an ‘Etruscan 
Tomb’64 from the late eighteenth-century at Sir John Soane’s Museum (Fig. 5.27). The 
model shows the inner details of the construction, and represents the context of 
antiquities before they entered into the late eighteenth-century artistic sphere. Although 
there are other examples,65 my interest lies in a particular tomb-model from Soane’s 
Museum, which represents two vases from Hamilton’s second vase collection. The focus 
here is on the extent to which images of particular pieces from Hamilton’s latest 
acquisitions attracted attention more as a source for experimentation and symbolic 
meaning, rather than stylistic variety and precision. 
 
Inside the tomb lies a skeleton surrounded by a variety of vases and ‘implements of 
sacrifice’, as Soane has called them.66 Next to the skeleton’s upper part there are two 
vases that can be identified in Hamilton’s first and second volumes of CEAV. These are: 
a red-figured volute-krater (upper right), featured in CEAV, II, plate 53; and a red-
figured calyx-krater, featured in CEAV, I, plate 17. It has been suggested that as the 
themes of the paintings on the vases are all taken from Sir W. Hamilton’s collection of 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
64  Although since the Renaissance These models were used to illustrate architectural details, it was only 
by the eighteenth century that became subjects of exhibitions and extended to include archaeological 
ruins. The term ‘Etruscan’ refers to the area that the model was presumably found. 
65  The three cork models in Soane’s Museum differ in their furnishings although they represent represent 
‘a typical, rather than specific, tomb, with typical, rather than specific vases’; Kockel, ‘Towns and Tombs’, 
150. 
66  Thornton and Dorey (eds.), Sir John Soane: The Architect as Collector, (1992), 66. 
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vases, which had sunk to the bottom of the sea long before these models were made, 
that therefore the shapes and paintings of the vases came from the same publication.67 
However, it is still strange to note some inaccuracies in terms of the form and the 
painted scene of the krater. A closer examination of the shapes of the vases, the painted 
scenes, and their material form suggests that they are not exact reproductions as has 
been suggested.68 The featured vase is a kalyx-krater depicting an Ionic pillar (with a 
statue of Athena) on a substantial square vase, featuring a large hydria surrounded by 
two nude figures (hoplitodromoi casting lots) (Fig. 5.28). However, the original vase in 
the Hope collection appears to be a bell-krater instead of a calyx, and also features a 
nude warrior standing to the right and a bearded man wearing a himation on the left 
side of the scene, as is the case in CEAV (Fig. 5.29).69 
 
 
Fig. 5.27 Inside of a Cork model representing a tomb at Nola, 
Sir John Soane’s Museum, London (Photo: E. Kalkanis) 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
67  Kockel suggested that the shapes of the vases and the subjects of the pictures had reached a level of 
accuracy ‘that fulfilled the expectations of the time’; Kockel, ‘Towns and Tombs’, 153. 
68  Jas Elsner, for instance, wrongly remarks that ‘these vases are extraordinarily exact reproductions of 
originals known to have entered the collection of Sir William Hamilton’; Elsner, ‘A Collector’s Model of 
Desire: The House and Museum of Sir John Soane’ in Elsner and Cardinal (eds.), (1994), 172. 
69  The vase’s record in Beazley archive is: Paris, Market XXXX217479; see also Beazley, Attic Red-Figure 
Vase-Painters, 1334, no. 18; and Tillyard, The Hope Vases, 89. 
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Fig. 5.28 Miniature copy of a vase (left in the background of the cork model), 
Sir John Soane’s Museum, London, (Photo: E. Kalkanis) 
 
 
 
Fig. 5.29 Bell-krater, CEAV, I, pl. 17, GRI  
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Fig. 5.30 View of the upper part of the museum, Volume 82, f110, 
Sir John Soane’s Museum, London 
 
 
 
The reasons for such inconsistencies may vary: from the artist’s deliberate omission of 
the two figures due to the limited size of the copy vase, to his own ignorance of the true 
form of the vase in Hamilton’s possession. This is supported by the fact that the artist 
has chosen to represent a different material interpretation of the real object. A possible 
explanation would be that the vase painter for this model (presumably Raffaele 
Gargiulo) had only the Tischbein publication to hand, in which the relationship of the 
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two sides and the motif shape are not always clear.70 Either way, an alternative 
perception of the material form of the original object, and an elaborate interpretation of 
a painted scene on the same, have been circulated in the form of a miniature copy-vase 
taken completely out of context. Placed by Soane in the crypt where they joined the 
other mementoes of death, it maximizes the visual effect of classical art upon eighteenth-
century antiquities and collections  (Fig. 5.30). Volume 82 in the Sir John Soane’s 
Museum archive does show the models where they were located in 1825, in the 
Museum’s South Passage, while by the time of Soane’s death they had been moved to 
the basement.71  
 
 
5. 4 
Conclusion 
 
While, by the turn of the eighteenth century, engraved volumes such as Hamilton’s 
CEAV had already ‘conventionalized outline illustration as method of reproducing 
works of art’,72 ancient vases had not yet begun to be used to provide a systematic and 
scientific understanding of Greek pottery. It was not until after the discoveries at Vulci 
and the Etruscan tombs of Southern Italy by Lucien Bonaparte in the 1820s and 1830s 
– which also coincided with the formation and disposal of Durand’s vase collection73 – 
that scholars attempted a sound analysis of the different schools and their chronology. 
Until then, however, the interest was more aesthetic than scientific, and therefore both 
artists and engravers were trying to recreate the simplicity of ancient imagery. In other 
words, the elaborate decorative elements and framed outlines are artificial images of an 
ancient world that appeal simultaneously to the intellect and the senses, on the grounds 
of aesthetic values and conspicuous display. With a few exceptions though, this creative 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
70  I am thankful to Valentin Kockel for bringing this to my attention. 
71  Volume 82 consises of 125 colour and sepia water-ink drawings with various views from the museum, 
1825–1834. These views, drawn by architectural pupils rather than by artists, are accurate – apart from 
exaggerated perspective – and verified by other plans, written descriptions or building accounts. I am 
grateful to Helen Dorey for bringing this volume to my attention and also the opportunity to study the 
cork models.   
72  Symmons, Flaxman and Europe: The Outline Illustrations and their Influence, (1984), 102. 
73  Edmé Antoine Durand (1768–1835) was a diplomat who formed a considerable collection of Greek 
vases. Part of his collection was sold to the Louvre (1825) while the rest was dispersed after his death in 
Florence (1825) and Paris (1836); see Jenkins, La Vente des Vases Durand (Paris 1836) et leur réception en 
grande-Bretagne, 269–278. 
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freedom occurred while ‘the commercial success of publications with an antiquarian 
element’, as Rosemary Sweet has shown, ‘is tangible evidence of the undisputed place, 
which a knowledge of history and antiquities held amongst the reading public’.74 As 
discussed already, this had as much to do with the aesthetics and pleasure also derived 
from the constant – although gradually declining – circulation in print of images from 
Hamilton’s second vase collection.   
 
As discussed in chapters 2 and 3, late eighteenth-century artistic practice seems to 
provide a solid basis for the visual documentation of the Hamilton vases, both in terms 
of the pictorial appropriation of their painted scenes and their material qualities. 
Therefore, a closer look at the biography of Hamilton’s second vase collection and its 
reception through art and literature has helped us shed further light on its impact. 
Moreover, as I have shown, the categorization of objects based equally on their inherent 
physical attributes, popularity and on historical comparisons is also of fundamental 
importance for the establishment of systematic approaches to the material and aesthetic 
reception of classical art. Although the analysis of iconography, style and the appearance 
of certain objects in the art scene of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century in 
its totality can eventually take quite different disciplinary directions, the collections of 
individuals that have been widely copied assume additional significance. In this vein, 
the example of Hamilton’s vases is the most characteristic – in terms of length, 
popularity and fame. Thus, this chapter has offered a wide perspective on the extent to 
which the early nineteenth-century contemporary cultural scene, its aesthetics and 
artistic production, were receptive to Hamilton’s second collection of Greek vases. 
Although I have tried to include as much information as possible, derived from any 
available material that came to my attention, there will always be a few missing details 
that either have been already discussed or they have been deliberately omitted due to the 
space limitations of this thesis.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
74  Sweet, Antiquaries, 31. 
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Chapter 6 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The purpose of this final chapter is to highlight some of the key themes that have 
emerged from this study of the artistic reception and cultural biographies of Hamilton’s 
vases. To this end, the following text is divided into six thematic sections. Although 
presented separately, they all focus on the extent to which my work contributes to 
Hamilton studies, the history of antiquarianism, art history, and reception studies. 
Locating the visual narratives of Hamilton’s vases in late eighteenth- and early 
nineteenth-century visual culture is a theme that has either been underplayed or ignored 
in the secondary literature. Therefore, the last part offers an exploration of the ways in 
which the outcome of this research and the questions that it raises could benefit and 
trigger work beyond Hamilton’s case.  
  
6.1 
Historical and cultural context: antiquarianism and collecting 
 
Ancient sculpture had received an unparalleled respect since the Middle Ages and the 
Renaissance. Since the mid-eighteenth century, however, it was through the efforts of 
individual collectors, publishers and artists that the unearthed pottery offered aesthetic 
pleasure. Moreover, ancient vases became a means of – although not restricted to – 
describing and understanding the art and myths of the ancients. Hamilton proved 
highly accomplished in exploiting this new vogue for antiquities before museums began 
to take an interest. The networks of dealers, a growing body of publications, and the 
mechanisms of collecting and commerce were also firmly in place by the time Hamilton 
arrived in Naples. By placing an emphasis on the historical and cultural contexts that 
underline the reception of Hamilton’s vases, this research demonstrates the extent to 
which the Enlightenment culture called into question both the received ideas and 
attitudes towards ancient art, and the context within which they had developed. In 
short, by placing the reception process within the contemporary context of collecting 
and interpreting art, I drew on those – previously unexplored – issues that, to an extent, 
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impacted on how the identities of the British diplomat’s vases reframed and 
reconstructed antique culture and vice versa. On the basis of these arguments, this 
thesis has also set out to define the extent to which the significance of Hamilton’s 
collection of Greek vases lies in the socio-cultural discourses that surrounded classical 
collecting during the last forty years of the eighteenth century.  
 
With regard to Hamilton and the extent to which his collecting and publishing 
represents a social strategy or disinterested contribution to scholarship, a few concluding 
remarks should be made. Arguably, Hamilton’s life was a never-ending battle for 
intellectual status, for a reputation as a Maecenas, and for respect as a connoisseur.1 
Although a minor aristocrat with restricted diplomatic duties, he quickly showed his 
skills in dealing in and acquiring the finest pieces of ancient vases available. His 
acquaintance with archaeological sites, his patronage of painters, his study (although not 
consistently and systematically) of the history, origins and the beauty of Greek vases, his 
observation and exploration of volcanoes, and his appreciation of the arts in general all 
attracted Hamilton and brought him as close as possible to the self-sufficient world of 
those wealthier nobles who displayed their taste in the grandeur of their houses and 
luxury estates. Although his gallery of pictures very much reflected the informed taste of 
his day, it was rather the two collections of ancient vases and his illustrated volumes 
devoted to these collections that are Hamilton’s chief memorial. A work of ‘absorbing 
interest’,2 as Fothergill remarks, Hamilton’s antiquarian pursuits, both in collecting and 
publishing, show the extent of his desire to accommodate himself to the demands of the 
bourgeoisie of the Enlightenment culture. Hamilton would have certainly considered 
(based on his correspondence) that the influence he brought was to bear on young 
artists and through their work on the taste and culture of his time. But was it simply for 
this reason that he formed his collections and issued the volumes illustrating them? 
 
Hamilton knew very well the Neapolitan antiquities market, and that vases, both in 
antiquity and in the modern commodities market, had their price. With regard to his 
first collection, we have to assume that Hamilton enthusiastically devoted himself to 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  See also Jenkins, ‘Seeking the Bubble Reputation’. 
2  Fothergill, Envoy Extraordinary.	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forming a large collection as soon as he set foot in Naples in 1764. Due to the gradual 
shift in taste – in regard to publishing ancient ceramics and their presence in the 
antiquities scene in the shadow of marble – he could not have imagined the immediate 
aesthetic impact of d’Hancarville’s publication on art and design, such as on 
Wedgwood’s manufacture. Therefore, it is too simplistic to credit him with other 
motives than the desire to become better known as a collector and a dilettante of 
distinguished antiquarian pursuits. The successful disposal of his first collection to the 
British Museum that brought him a considerable amount of money should not be 
isolated, however, from his desire not only to complete d’Hancarville’s sumptuous 
publication at a great expense, but also to engage in another large-scale publishing 
project soon after the first was finished. With regard to his true motives, as stated in 
chapter 4 (section 4.6), I would, therefore, argue that Hamilton’s desire to profit from 
engaging with collecting and publishing does not negate his sensitivity and civic-
mindedness when it came to collecting. While he regarded his social role as a 
connoisseur and a promoter of a new collecting habit by investing his money in raising 
national taste, he was certainly eager to secure and strengthen his assets, and, therefore, 
to promote his possessions in the art-dealer’s market. Apart from diplomacy, collecting 
and dealing were his only serious occupation, from which he could gain some profit. 
Clearly, Hamilton had various motives in persisting with such large-scale projects, and 
although one suspects that he himself would have wished that these antiquarian 
endeavours might have been able to secure him financially, the final product served, 
partly, to present him as a noble patron of Enlightenment scholarship but also to leave 
him in great debt. 
 
6.2 
Biography of artefacts  
 
Artefact or object biography is an approach to material culture that highlights the 
shifting roles and meanings of an artefact over time and context. The social, cultural 
and ideological implications of Hamilton’s vases have been discussed here within this 
framework, reflecting the vases’ changing roles and meanings after they had been 
collected and published by Hamilton. In this vein, the research brought together in this 
thesis was focused on the socio-cultural lives of his vases either at the level of a particular 
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object or as a social history of a particular class of artefacts (as proposed by both 
Kopytoff and Appadurai in 1986). This approach tended to concentrate on the aesthetic 
form and, therefore, the aesthetic function of an object as an individual item (e.g. vases 
featured in Reynolds’ paintings) or as a group of objects (i.e. in antiquarian 
publications, and occasionally in drawings and sketch albums as presented, for instance, 
in chapters 2 & 3 where a discussion on the role and presence of Hamilton’s vases in 
print culture and artistic practice occurred). Thus, whereas scholars placed little or no 
importance in the changing perceptions of these objects over time, nor of their socially 
active lives beyond a functional – albeit sometimes symbolic – role, the emphasis here 
was to consider all types of significance and the active roles played by Hamilton’s vases 
through time, and the socio-cultural milieu of the decades around 1800. 
 
However, although previous work on the cultural biography of things draws a 
distinction between the process of commoditization and the singularity of artefacts,3 the 
case of Hamilton’s vases demonstrates the exact opposite. In regard to a few pieces from 
this particular collection, this thesis argues that, for the greatest part of their cultural 
life, this distinction did not occur. For instance, they were seen as unique pieces of 
ancient art when featured in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century paintings, as 
in the case of Reynolds portrait of Hamilton and Buck’s paintings. However, they were 
also exchanged as symbolic and figurative capital in the transactions of the cultural 
economy (such as in Wedgwood’s pottery and several antiquarian publications) – 
although the latter approach acquired different meanings in different contexts.  
 
The museum world has also played an important role in regard to the biography of 
these artefacts. Whereas Hamilton’s collection of Greek vases acquired meaning and 
values over time, this thesis has argued that through their display at the British Museum 
– as Stephanoff’s aquarelles indicate – they became part of the broader visual and 
cultural history of objects. For example, the vases from Hamilton’s first collection that 
featured in Stephanoff’s work help in representing the way in which surviving fragments 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3  ‘The counteractive to this potential or rush of commoditization is culture. In the sense that 
commoditization homogenizes value, while the essence of culture is discrimination, excessive 
commoditization is anticultural … Culture ensures that some things remain unambiguously singular, it 
resists the commoditization of others’; Kopytoff, ‘The Cultural Biography of Things’, 73.  
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of antiquity lent an aesthetic appeal to the classical world, upon which socio-cultural 
discourses were constructed. They also serve as a means of grasping the extent to which 
that past could be appropriated by and presented in an institutional context. This 
enduring excitement over classical antiquities and Greek art is also vividly captured in 
Reynolds’ portraits. Thus, as this thesis has shown, it is the complex patterns involved in 
the pictorial appropriation of classical art and the way in which the cultural and 
aesthetic discourses assign their own meanings and associations to the objects 
themselves (as both Stephanoff’s and Reynolds’ paintings demonstrate) that lie in the 
various ways that images from Hamilton’s vases were interpreted by artistic practice 
before and after 1800. 
 
In addition, the history of the interpretation of Hamilton’s vases in various art media of 
this period shows a visual historiography of the role and pictorial appropriation of 
classical art in Western modernity. For example, the presence of the Hamilton vases in 
London considerably influenced aesthetic taste and artistic perception in British society 
and beyond, at a time when classicism was still the dominant trend. Hence, the 
paradoxes and ambiguities surrounding the cultural life of Hamilton’s vases help us to 
understand that art objects could not be fully understood at just one point in their 
existence. Thus, as this research has demonstrated, processes and cycles of reproduction, 
exchange and consumption have to be looked at as a whole. However, the study of the 
social life of Hamilton’s collections still needs a particular reference to antiquarian print 
culture, artistic practice (with regard to visual aesthetics and interpretation) and, finally, 
artistic reception. 
 
6.3 
Print culture and vase scholarship  
 
One of the major forces that played a critical role in the development of European 
culture, and decisively affected aesthetic attitudes towards antiquity around 1800, was 
the interpretation and artistic appropriation of classical objects. This includes the idea 
of tracing the nature of ancient beliefs and customs through classical texts in 
conjunction with ancient art. Books, like archaeological objects, revealed a new view of 
antiquity, in which ancient pottery yielded hitherto hidden delights and aesthetic 
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pleasure. Indeed, publishing, as much as collecting and studying monuments, was 
considered amongst the defining features of antiquarianism. It is in this context that the 
interpretation – and re-interpretation by similar antiquarian projects (i.e. Passeri, Saint-
Non, Kirk, Millin, Millingen, Moses, Dubois-Maissonneuve, Séroux d’Agincourt, 
Zannoni, Cléner and Christie) – of Hamilton’s vases in engraved form reflected the 
historical sequence of their aesthetic reception. It was also in this context that this 
research attempted to discuss two interrelated – and previously unexplored – aspects 
related to the impact of Hamilton’s vases on late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-
century print culture.    
 
A closer look at the extent to which artistic interpretation in print created a link 
between visual reception, aesthetic value and historical narratives was initially 
considered. D’Hancarville’s historical imagination, for instance, mingling with the 
dazzling beauty of the AEGR’s colour images and Hamilton’s ambitious plans, may have 
made the published engravings less likely to realize their documentary value, and 
therefore less popular with various scholars such as Alexandre Laborde and Jean de 
Witte.4 However widely practised, the copying of images from Hamilton’s original 
catalogues in several other antiquarian projects revealed substantial divisions within the 
world of antiquarianism and print culture. The distinct nature of such antiquarian 
practices clearly demonstrates that the reasons for publishing ancient pots were 
accordingly wide-ranging and often incompatible. Where some authors used Hamilton’s 
vases in order to focus on mythology, religion and known literary narratives (e.g. 
Millingen, Millin and Christie) and others published these monuments to advertise well-
known collections or boost the value of the originals (e.g. Kirk and Clener). 
Additionally, some tended to textualize Hamilton’s vases (turning monuments from 
visual or tactile objects into reading material, as in the case of Christie, who made use of 
a more textual analysis of selected images from Hamilton’s collection rather than their 
visual image), while others were keener on reproducing the aesthetics of ancient imagery 
(simply by copying the figured scenes) or their materiality (by copying and reflecting on 
the objects’ form).  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4  Witte, Études sur les Vases Peints, 18; see also Laborde, Collection des Vases Grecs de Mr le comte de Lamberg, 
(1813–1824), I, ix.  	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The choice, however, to focus less on reproducing the material qualities of these 
particular objects (the preference for interpreting the architectural form of the object 
rather than simply its painted scenes) shows how the aesthetics that informed the 
representational choices of various authors and antiquaries were less guided by the 
objects’ form. Eventually, the visual and textual interpretation of the painted scenes 
provided the most successful means for their reproduction. In other words, this research 
has shown that the three-dimensional design (as in the unique cases of Moses’ Collection 
of Antique Vases and Dubois-Maissonneuve’s Introduction l’Ètude) which, to an extent, was 
associated with the reproduction of the objects’ form, was persistently overshadowed by 
the engraver’s desire to focus simply on a flat (two-dimensional) interpretation of the 
painted scene. This preference was partly due to the copying process from the original 
engravings – rather than from the objects themselves – and partly due to the practice of 
relating the textual exegesis merely to the iconography of the vases rather than to the 
description of their intrinsic qualities.   
 
During and after Hamilton’s time, there hardly existed a collection of antiquities that 
was not accompanied by a published and illustrated account. However, Hamilton, 
d’Hancarville and Tischbein were not alone in publishing engravings that could only 
reproduce the iconography of original monuments. As the reception of Hamilton’s vases 
by print culture has shown, the dematerialization of ancient pots mirrors a specific 
approach to antiquity. Neo-classicism was able to approach antique art only through the 
idealized view of published engravings or through authors’ and collectors’ desires to see 
antique art more as a source for (art-) historical narratives than archaeological 
knowledge. In this regard, Kirk’s approach to both d’Hancarville’s and Tischbein’s 
engravings is quite characteristic of this approach). It is also worth trying to ascertain 
whether or not the metamorphosis of ancient objects into valuable artefacts was 
influenced by the cultural worthiness attached to them after they featured in a number 
of publications. Through a multiple exchange of printed engravings, Hamilton’s vases 
became works of art simply by virtue of being ‘displayed’ in contemporary publications. 
Why else would Josiah Wedgwood or the British Museum have looked at these objects 
with such intense enthusiasm – although for different reasons – if they had not already 
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featured so prominently in AEGR? Additionally, to satisfy the emerging market for new 
styles entirely derived from classical art, Hamilton’s objects even influenced Florentine 
interior decoration long after they appeared on the market.5 With all these instances in 
mind, it is no exaggeration to say that the diverse impacts of Hamilton’s two publishing 
projects on a number of antiquarian publications from the late 1760s to the mid 1830s 
are analogous. Both were valued for being instrumental to the advancement of 
antiquarian and (art-) historical knowledge because they increased access to the source 
material (Hamilton’s vases); and therefore, they became an inspiration for those artists 
who could not have access to the originals.  
 
6.4 
Artistic practice 
 
Although deeply interested in antique art, artists knew ancient vases chiefly from 
engravings in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century volumes on the subject. At 
first glance, we might be tempted to consider the artistic practice in regard to 
Hamilton’s collections as an accidental imitation of the source material either due to its 
availability and popularity or its beauty. Several choices, however, from both collections 
indicate the exact opposite. Artists and engravers in particular sought to distance 
themselves either from accepted canons of taste and visual aesthetics or from previous 
reproductions and interpretations of the same source material. The reasons for such 
choices may differ, as every case is quite different and unique. In the case of artists, for 
instance (as in the work of David, Gros, Blake, and Gagneraux) the image of a vase 
could serve more as a visual statement of their own acquaintance with ancient art and 
less as a figurative element complementing another project, as in the case of published 
engravings, where vases were considered less as objects per se. The engravers, therefore, 
were more inclined to use vases simply as vehicles for the development of their own 
ideas which were eventually considered more important than a detailed visual and 
textual response to the objects themselves.  
 
However, the great aesthetic and textual variety of all the artistic projects discussed in 
this thesis exemplifies the argument that the contextual transformation of Hamilton’s 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5  Griener, Le Antichità Etrusche, 106.	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vases was influenced by the desire of both artists and engravers to imitate and 
appropriate ancient art for various purposes. The work of the Swiss-born British artist 
Fuseli characteristically shows that this desire was, therefore, further controlled by their 
interest in using their primary source in rather different ways. Therefore, the choice of 
what to copy and what to re-interpret were important factors in this copying process. 
Given the diverse nature of these choices as a reconstructive and de-contextualized 
process of appropriating ancient ceramics, one may ask how Hamilton’s vases connect to 
the artists’ particular preferences (e.g. whether objects from the first or the second 
collection would be chosen). In other words, how did such preferences guide the ways in 
which artists offered a direct or indirect aesthetic perception and connection to the past?  
 
We can begin answering these questions only by returning to the different ways that 
Hamilton’s collections were received and appropriated. Wedgwood, for instance, who 
reaped enormous profits from his pottery reproduction of ancient vases, was pivotal in 
stimulating the public’s interest in and excitement about the form and painted scenes of 
Hamilton’s vases. In this vein, the less considerable impact of Hamilton’s second 
collection should not be forgotten. The ‘disappearance’ of Hamilton’s second collection 
partly into private cabinets, and – not long after it was formed – the bottom of the sea, 
allows us to consider that it never attainted the raison d’être of art-historical and aesthetic 
considerations as the first Hamilton collection did.  
 
Moreover, regarding the context of cultural and intellectual exchanges between Italy, 
France and England, in particular, this thesis has argued that the reception of 
Hamilton’s vases was not always driven simply by people’s own purposes and desires. 
Rather, access to the source material was of premium importance. For instance, the 
majority of the individuals who became familiar with Hamilton’s possessions, either as 
part of their Grand Tour education or their search for antique prototypes of the Greco-
Roman world, had never had the chance to see the original objects. On the one hand, 
Hamilton’s first collection was sold long before the French artists examined here began 
working on copying scenes from the AEGR. On the other hand, although there were 
plenty of Greek vases in Hamilton’s Neapolitan residence during his second hunt for 
antiquities in the mid 1780s, artists of great fame and influence (e.g. J. L. David) did not 
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seem to pursue the real objects, or at least there is no evidence for such a claim. It seems 
here that the convenience of working with a catalogue in artists’ studios rather than in a 
collector’s residence or a museum’s gallery in front of the real object was a preferred 
choice. Moreover, the possibility that the (well-known) difficulty of obtaining access to 
Hamilton’s Palazzo to see his collections could be a limiting factor for artists’ own 
desires to copy straight from the objects, should not be excluded. We can only imagine, 
however, how differently the extent to which these artists could have been influenced by 
the real objects if the latter had been available and easily accessible to them.  
 
Finally, the artistic practice of the late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century 
acknowledged that the interpretation of objects’ material and aesthetic qualities often 
plays an important role in creating a particular significance and symbolic efficacy. It was 
through Reynolds’ pictures of Hamilton and the Dilettanti that the first vase collection 
was transformed from collectable pieces into a testament to one individual’s eclecticism 
and connoisseurship. They showed how a perception of classical themes, when 
associated with the collector himself, could commemorate the present through the past 
and, therefore, create value and meaning in the social production of taste. They also 
revealed how and from what perspective the materiality of the past was artistically 
received, reconstructed and finally reproduced.  
 
6.5 
Aesthetics and visual culture 
 
A comparison of the corpus of visual interpretation of Hamilton’s vases in various art 
media of the decades before and after 1800 suggests that it is the aesthetic dimensions 
of objects that open the way to consideration of the visual role and cultural worthiness 
of ancient art in early modern Europe. This comparison can also determine whether the 
biographical possibilities inherent in this new status of ancient vases and their meanings 
were realized, expressed and received by artists themselves. In one of her latest essays, 
Susan Pearce argues that ‘a major contemporary way of creating value in objects was by 
applying standards of design and workmanship to the physical appearance of the piece’.6 
Wedgwood’s discovery of new kinds of earthenware and the implementation of his 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6  Pearce, ‘Antiquaries and the Interpretation of Ancient objects, 1770–1820’, 158. 
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distinctive visual and aesthetic judgment in the process of interpreting Hamilton’s vases 
is characteristic of this process. Moreover, the majority of the visual appearances of 
Hamilton’s vases in art and literature of the decades before and after 1800 show that 
their aesthetic status is a combination of image and an idea located between a signal and 
symbol. Jacques Maquet’s remark on this matter is quite characteristic of such a 
combination: 
Reading objects as instruments and reading objects as signs require two 
different perspectives. In the former the observer considers the object and 
draws inferences from its design and its situation in the social and physical 
environment. In the latter the observer considers the meanings ascribed to 
the object.7 
 
It is actually the question of the relationship between objects and values that is at the 
heart of this project. Thus, considering the discussion made in previous chapters about 
the figurative, iconic, representational, symbolic, and aesthetic values attached to 
Hamilton’s vases in late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century art and literature, a 
few more remarks should be made. First, the market-value of Hamilton’s vases was 
directly affected by their supply. Even when the British Museum began to exhibit these 
vases, Hamilton’s published engravings, for instance, continued to serve painters and 
designers as a source of figured images and geometric patterns. Until the late 1820s 
pirated editions of d’Hancarville’s engravings and Tischbein’s actual plates were being 
sold to foreign visitors in Naples.8 Second, the aesthetic appeal of certain objects to 
various antiquarians and artists demonstrates that some objects were thought to be 
more beautiful than others, although this aesthetic value rarely exists outside the context 
of form, design and symbolic efficacy. The ‘Meidias Hydria’ and the ‘Hamilton Vase’, 
for instance, were chosen by Reynolds, Buck and Stephanoff not as individual items for 
their own sake. They were rather selected to act as symbols, and figurative as well as 
contextual elements, necessary to add visual elements to a particular artistic context. The 
distinct character of the pictorial appropriation of Hamilton’s vases, however, serves 
here as a vehicle for understanding their artistic reception.    
 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7  Maquet, ‘Objects as Instruments, Objects as Signs’, in Lubar and Kingery, History from Things: Essays on 
Material Culture, (1993), 30. 
8  See Griener, Le Antichità Etrusche, 86.	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6.6 
Reception 
 
There are various ways of explaining the phenomenon of reception. First, the artistic 
and scholarly interest that Hamilton’s vases stimulated; and second, in terms of the 
consequent investment opportunity that a collection of antiquities represented. 
Therefore, antiquarianism, collecting, display, vase scholarship and artistic 
appropriation all shape the way ancient vases were received and perceived by the artist 
around 1800. How can this particular group of material culture inform our 
understanding of the way ancient art was re-imagined, re-created, and re-interpreted?  
And how can such receptions lead us to new or renewed readings of antiquity itself? 
Trying to approach these questions critically, the current study took as its basis an 
examination of the transformative principles – in form, style, value and conception – 
that governed the artistic reception of Hamilton’s collections. This was partly subjected 
to a historic-aesthetic interpretation (the ways in which his vases were received by society 
at large) as well as an ‘artistic’ reception (their influence on the artistic world). Thus, the 
aesthetic reception of both collections was the product of a long and sometimes 
complex relationship between the antiquarian tradition and the tradition of socio-
cultural communication through practices of collecting and exhibiting taste. Therefore, 
both collections had the potential to influence antiquarian literature (vase scholarship), 
paintings, drawings, and craftsmanship during a period that expands beyond the first 
decades of the nineteenth century. Without losing sight of this fact, the particularities 
which occurred in that process can be summarized here.  
 
First, the artistic reception of Hamilton’s collection of Greek vases represents an 
important element in the early-modern scholarly, antiquarian and artistic quest for 
understandings of antiquity. This reception makes a distinctive and vital contribution to 
the aesthetic continuum and the visual sphere of late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-
century art-historical discourses. When artists looked at ancient imagery taken from 
Hamilton’s engraved catalogues, their ‘object’ of inquiry was either the entire object or 
simply a small detail that they could associate with other unique characteristics (e.g. a 
painted scene, decoration or shape taken from the vases themselves). Considering the 
practice of drawing and sketching from antiquity, however, it was only through the 
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copying process of Hamilton’s first published collection, as David’s and Gagnereux’s 
album has shown, that shapes and forms were captured by the artist’s pencil.  
 
Second, Hamilton was lucky to live long enough to see the impact of his first collection. 
As Reynolds’s and Allan’s portraits indicate, he obviously desired to commemorate 
himself as a true connoisseur of the fine arts. Under these circumstances, it was his 
presence which accounted for the more special treatment that objects of his first 
collection received. Additionally, the display of his vases at the British Museum could 
have made him more interested in visually attaching himself to the objects of his 
passion. Therefore, apart from the socio-cultural and aesthetic approaches to ancient 
ceramics, which occurred before and after 1800, it was also the various circumstances of 
Hamilton’s presence in the field of antiquarian endeavour that impacted – more or less 
– on his objects’ reception. It was these circumstances that led to the creation of a visual 
culture that was largely expressed though a collector’s status and intellectual power in 
society at large. 
 
However, although Hamilton’s CEAV consistently opposed the aesthetic superiority and 
influence of his first publishing project (AEGR), it shows how the drive to communicate 
ideas through the visual appearance of objects provided such a visual context. On one 
hand, the purity of outline style (CEAV)  – rather than excessive and pompous colourful 
interpretation (AEGR) – aided considerably the development of neoclassical style. On 
the other hand, CEAV seemed to have redirected the way in which antiquities were 
conceived as objects of study at the dawn of the nineteenth century. Within a 
framework radically different from that of the first collection, Hamilton was 
ideologically motivated to affect the way objects were interpreted by introducing a new 
way of viewing and approaching ancient art in terms of visual aesthetics and 
contemporary taste. In practice, however, it was the long-standing claim about the Greek 
origin of his vases that attracted the greatest attention, and signalled his objects’ 
potential to enter the antiquarian milieu of the very last decades of the century. Thus, 
the receptive processes by which Hamilton’s second collection contributed to the 
refinement of culture were not as influential as his first one. Nevertheless, the former 
certainly served as a vehicle for a more aesthetic but less contextual approach to the 
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transmission of knowledge of the past through the popular systems of early-modern 
inquiry.  
 
6. 7 
Future directions 
 
This research originates in my long-standing interest in the disciplinary history and 
reception of the classical past and in my belief in the need for a more reflexive and 
multi-disciplinary approach to these matters. However, the range of issues and contexts 
related to the various ways that classical art was aesthetically valued and received by late 
eighteenth- and early-nineteenth-century art and culture cannot be exhausted within the 
limited space of a doctoral thesis, nor within a detailed study of a single collection. 
These include the exposure of the imagery of ancient vases to local societies (e.g. Rome, 
Paris, London) during the decades before and after 1800. For example, the distribution 
of ancient pottery in print representations may have helped contemporary viewers enjoy 
a simple imaginary concept of the finest and most popular of such objects, and 
appreciate their aesthetic value. But who had access to the interpretations of these vases? 
The role of unknown or sidelined scholars in the interpretation and reproduction of 
images from this – or another – collection, and their alternative views of such a 
phenomenon, would also be another potential field of inquiry.  
 
This research touches on the subject of the reproduction and visual dissemination of 
antiquity to a great extent. However, subjects that deserve further investigation are the 
various national or local contexts of the production and consumption of ancient 
ceramics in a range of art literatures. This thesis, for instance, had no pretence to 
underscore the obsession with the material consumption of ancient vases in print. 
Nevertheless, a close examination and comparative approach of the distribution and 
reception of Hamilton’s colossal publishing projects with other similar antiquarian 
projects will help recreate the intellectual milieu of publishers, spectators and their 
circles. Thus, they will enable an examination of the socio-cultural discourses 
surrounding these projects and their appropriation by the intelligentsia of each period. 
Moreover, the extent to which these discourses intersect with and produce distinctive 
attitudes towards the early modern language of aesthetics, and how the latter emerge 
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from this absorption of ancient art with artistic practice, could provide an important 
topic for further work.  
 
Finally, the reception and biography of both of Hamilton’s collections cannot be 
studied solely from a standpoint in which only taste and aesthetic pleasure explain 
attitudes towards art and amateur dilettantism. There remains to be addressed the 
reasons why the question of taste only relates to certain objects, and why certain 
artworks give pleasure to certain people. Therefore, it is still necessary to clarify which 
objects the public taste prizes the most, and under what circumstances the aesthetic 
pleasure derived from one particular object surpasses the material qualities and 
historical value of another. Engagement with these issues can also contribute to 
significant current debates taking place in many other disciplines besides archaeology 
(e.g. art history, museum and cultural studies and philosophy). Thus, an even more 
detailed review of the socio-cultural and aesthetic implications of the similarities and 
differences between ancient material culture and artistic expressions would also 
contribute to a more comprehensive study of the visual arts of Western modernity, in 
which ‘classical’ aesthetics has been continuously exploited. A comparison of the 
different ways in which specific objects from a single collection have been interpreted in 
various antiquarian publications, or in the art of drawing, of different epochs is a 
characteristic example. Therefore, the study of the migration and transformation of 
artistic formulae through different artistic contexts, which has also been central to the 
development of this thesis, represents another major task; that is to discern the means 
by which artefacts were interpreted by artists and antiquarians, and the contexts with 
which their social, cultural and aesthetic statements were understood. 
	   318	  
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
 
PRIMARY SOURCES 
 
BRITISH MUSEUM CENTRAL ARCHIVES (CE), LONDON 
CE  4, Original Papers, 1743–1946  
Acts and Votes of Parliament Relating to the British Museum, 1753–1824.  
D’Hancarville, Catalogue des Antiquities recuilees depuis l’an 1764 jus ques [vos?] le milieu de 
l’anee 1776 par Mr. le Chevalier Guillaume Hamilton, acquis par l’Acte de Parlement etc et 
maintenant deposees dans le Museum Britannique, MS Catalogue, 2 vols, 1778 
 
BRITISH LIBRARY, LONDON  
Add. MS 40,714, f. 2–3 
 
ÉCOLE NATIONALE SUPÉRIEURE DES BEAUX-ARTS, PARIS  
Augustin Pajou Drawings, MAS: 1300 (Rec.23), Folio (Feuillet) 7 
 
GETTY RESEARCH INSTITUTE LIBRARY, LOS ANGELES, CA 
Spiega di Vasi Antichi (treatise on Greek vases), ca. 1755, 1 vol. (267 leaves), Getty 
Research Institute [850165] 
Jacques-Louis David, Album of Drawings, (album no. 11), 1775–1785 [940049*]  
Élie-Honoré Montagny, Album of Drawings, c. 1804–1864 [861080*] 
Saint-Victor M. Beauvalet, Vases Grecs et Étrusques, Bound volume of 96 stencil illustrations 
of vases, bronze vessels, and reliefs, 1845 [2004.M.14*] 
 
KRAFFT BEQUEST, MUSEUM NATIONAL D’HISTOIRE NATURELLE, PARIS  
Letter, Sir W. Hamilton to Lord Palmerston (dated 18 June 1765, Naples) 
Letter, Sir W. Hamilton to Thomas Cadell (dated 24 October, 1765, Naples) 
 
MUSÉE DES BEAUX-ARTS DE DIJON, DIJON 
Bénigne Gagneraux, Album of Drawings, c. 1790–1795, [inv 5055] 
	   319	  
THE LOUVRE MUSEUM, DEPARTMENT DES ARTS GRAPHIQUES, PARIS 
Antoine-Jean Gros, Album of Drawings, c. 1793–1800 [RF 29955] 
 
TRINITY COLLEGE, DUBLIN 
Adam Buck, Album of Drawings (A Collection of Drawings and Engravings from Greek 
vases), c. 1759–1833 [IE TCD MS 2031] 
 
SECONDARY SOURCES 
 
Accademia di Francia a Roma and Musée des Beaux-Arts de Dijon (ed.), Bénigne 
Gagneraux (1756–1795): Un Pittore Francese nella Roma di Pio VI,  (exh. cat.), Rome, 
Galleria Borghese (April–June 1983), De Luca Editore, Roma, 1983. 
 
Acton, H. Sir, The Bourbons of Naples (1734–1825), Methuen and Co, London, 1957, 
(reprinted with minor corrections). 
 
Adkins, M. G., ‘The Renaissance of Peiresc: Aubin-Louis Millin and the Post-
Revolutionary Republic of Letters’, Isis, vol. 99, no. 4, (Dec., 2008), 675–700.  
 
Alten, F. von, Aus Tischbein’s Leben und Briefwechsel, Verlag von E. A. Seemann, Leipzig, 
1972. 
 
Appadurai, A. (ed.), The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, 1986. 
 
Ayres, P. J, Classical Culture and the Idea of Rome in Eighteenth-Century England, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, 1997. 
 
Ayres, P., (ed.), Characteristicks of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times, 2 vols, Oxford University 
Press, 1999, (based on the text of the first edition of 1711, as revised by A. A. Cooper, 3rd 
Earl of Shaftesbury himself in preparation for the posthumous 2nd edition of 1714. 
	   320	  
Babel, R., and Paravacini, W. (eds.), Grand Tour: Adeliges Reisen und Europaische Kultur vom 
14. bis 18. Jahrhubdert, Jan Thorbecke Verlag, Ostfildern, 2005.  
 
Barkan, L., Unearthing the Past: Archaeology and Aesthetics in the Making of Renaissance 
Culture, Yale University Press, New Haven and London, 1999. 
 
Barroero, L. and Mazzocca, F. (eds.), Pompeo Batoni (1708–1787): l’Europa delle Corti e il 
Grand Tour, (exh. cat.), Cinisello Balsamo, Milano: Silvana, 2008. 
 
Barry, J., The works of James Barry, 2 vols, Printed by J. McCreery, Black-Horse-Court, for 
T. Cadell and W. Davies, Strand, London, 1809. 
 
Baumgarten, A., Aesthetica, 2 vols, Oder, Frankfurt, 1750–1758 (reprinted in 1 volume, 
George Olms, Hildesheim and New York, 1970). 
 
Beazley, J. D., Attic Black-Figure Vase-Painters, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1956. 
 
Beazley, J. D., Attic Red-Figure Vase-Painters, 3 vols, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1963. 
 
Benedict, B. M, Making the Modern Reader: Cultural Mediation in Early Modern Literary 
Anthologies, Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1996. 
 
Berefelt, G., Philip Otto Runge: Zwischen Aufbruch und Opposition, 1777–1802, (Stockholm 
studies in History of Art), Almquist and Wiksells, Upsala, 1961. 
 
Bermingham, A. and Brewer, J. (eds.), The Consumption of Culture 1600–1800: Image, 
Object, Text, Routledge, London, 1995. 
 
Bignamini, I. (ed.), Archives and Excavations: Essays on the History of Archaeological 
Excavations in Rome and Southern Italy from the Renaissance to the Nineteenth Century, 
Archaeological Monographs of The British School at Rome, vol. 14, The British School 
at Rome, London, 2004. 
	   321	  
Bindman, D., Blake as an Artist, Phaidon, Oxford, 1977. 
 
Bindman, D. (ed.), John Flaxman R. A., (exh. cat.), Royal Academy, Thames & Hudson, 
London and New York, 1979. 
 
Black, J., The British and the Grand Tour, Croom Helm, London, 1985. 
 
Blanning, T. C. W., ‘The Grand Tour and the Reception of Neo-Classicism in Great 
Britain in the Eighteenth-Century’, in Babel and Paravacini (eds.), Grand Tour: Adeliges 
Reisen und Europaische Kultur vom 14. Bis 18. Jahrhubdert, Jan Thorbecke Verlag, Ostfildern, 
2005, 541–552.   
 
Blunt, A., The Art of William Blake, Oxford University Press, London, 1959. 
 
Bodkin, T., ‘To the Editor of the Times’, published letter, Times Literary Supplement, 17 
April 1919, 213.	  
 
Bordes, P., Empire to Exile, (exh. cat.), (The J. Paul Getty Museum, Los Angeles, and The 
Sterling and Francine Clark Art Institute, Massachusetts), Yale University Press, New 
Haven and London, 2005. 
 
Bothmer, von D. (ed.), ‘Greek Vase Painting: Two Hundred Years of Connoisseurship’, 
in Papers of the Amasis Painter and his World, (Colloquium Sponsored by the Getty Center 
for the History of Art and the Humanities and the Getty Trust), J. Paul Getty Trust 
Publications, Malibu, CA, 1986, 184–204.  
 
Böttiger, K. A., Griechische Vasengemälde, mit archäologischen und artistischen Erläuterungen 
der Originalkupfer, 3 vols, Georg Christ. Keil, Magdeburg und Weimar, 1797–1800. 
 
Bourdieu, P. and Darbel, A.,The Love of Art: European Art Museums and their Public, (trans. 
C. Beattie and N. Merriman), Polity Press, Cambridge, 1991. 
 
	   322	  
Bréhier, L., The Catholic Encyclopedia: An International Work of Reference on the Constitution, 
Doctrine, Discipline, and History of the Catholic Church, 16 vols, Encyclopedia Press, New 
York, 1913–1914. 
 
Brewer, J., ‘The Most Polite Age and the Most Vicious: Attitudes Towards Culture as a 
Commodity, 1660–1800’, in Bermingham and Brewer (eds), The Consumption of Culture 
1600–1800: Image, Object, Text, Routledge, London, 1995, 341–361.  
 
Brylowe, T., ‘Two Kinds of Collections: Sir William Hamilton’s Vases, Real and 
Represented’, Eighteenth-Century Life, vol. 32, no. 1, (Winter 2008), 23–56. 
 
Bryson, N., Tradition and Desire: From David to Delacroix, Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, 1984. 
 
Burn, L., ‘Sir William Hamilton and the Greekness of Greek Vases’, Journal of the History 
of Collections, vol. 9, no. 2, (1997), 241–252. 
 
Burn, L., ‘Words and Pictures: Greek Vases and their Classification’, in Sloan (ed.), 
Enlightenment: Discovering the World in the Eighteenth Century, British Museum Press, 
London, 2003, 144–149. 
 
Butlin, M. (ed.), The Paintings and Drawings of William Blake, 2 vols, Yale University Press, 
New Haven and London, 1981. 
 
Caroselli, S. L., and Rossen, S. F. (eds.), The Golden Age of Naples: Art and Civilization 
Under the Bourbons: 1734–1805, (exh. cat.), 2 vols, Detroit Institute of Arts and The Art 
Institute of Chicago, 1981.	  
 
Caso, J. de, ‘Jacques-Louis David and the Style all' Antica, The Burlington Magazine, vol. 
114, no. 835, (Oct., 1972), 686–690. 
 
	   323	  
Caylus, A. C. F. Comte de, Recueil d’Antiquités Egyptiennes, Etrusques, Grecques et Romaines, 
7 vols, (various publishers), Paris, 1752–1767. 
 
Caylus, A. C. F. Comte de, Des Herrn Grafen Caylus Sammlung von Aegyptischen, 
Hetrurischen, Griechischen und Römischen Alterthümern, 2 vols, Winterschmidt, Nuremberg, 
1766. 
 
Chaney, E. and Ritchie, N., (eds.) Oxford, China and Italy: Writings in Honour of Sir Harold 
Acton, Thames and Hudson, London, 1984. 
 
Chalmers, A., The General Biographical Dictionary, J. Nichols, Son, and Bentley, London, 
1812. 
 
Chard, C., Pleasure and Guilt on the Grand Tour: Travel Writing and Imaginative Geography, 
1600–1830, Manchester University Press, Manchester, 1999. 
 
Chatelain, J., Dominique Vivant Denon et le Louvre de Napoléon, Perrin, Paris, 1973. 
 
Christie, J., Disquisitions Upon the Painted Greek Vases, and Their Probable Connection with the 
Shows of the Eleusinian and Other Mysteries, Longman, Hurst, Rees, Orme, Brown, and 
Green, London, 1825. 
 
Clark, J. A. and Gaunt, J. (eds.), Essays in Honour of Dietrich von Bothmer, Allard Pierson 
Series 14, Allard Pierson Museum, Amsterdam, 2002. 
 
Cléner, M., Agli Amatori delle Belle Arti, Aux Amateurs des Beaux Art, Les Editeurs, after 
1800. 
 
Clifford, H., ‘Concepts of Invention, Identity and Imitation in the London and 
Provincial Metal-Working Trades, 1750–1800’, Journal of Design History, vol. 12, no. 3, 
(1999), Special Volume dedicated to the Eighteenth-Century Markets and Manufactures 
in England and France, 241–255. 
	   324	  
Coltman, V. (ed.), Making Sense of Greek Art: Ancient Visual Culture and its Receptions, 
Exeter University Press, Exeter, 2012. 
 
Coltman, V., ‘Sir William Hamilton's Vase Publications (1766–1776): A Case Study in 
the Reproduction and Dissemination of Antiquity', Journal of Design History, vol. 14, 
(2001), 1–16. 
  
Coltman, V., Fabricating the Antique: Neoclassicism in Britain, 1760–1800, Chicago 
University Press, Chicago, 2006.	  
	  
Conisbee, P. (ed.), Exhibition of French Drawings: Neo-classicism (20 February–27 March), 
(exh. cat.), Heim Gallery, London, 1975. 
 
Conneli, B., Portrait of a Whig Peer, compiled from the papers of the Second Viscount 
Palmerston (1739–1802), London, 1957. 
 
Connelly, F. S., ‘Poetic Monsters and Nature Hieroglyphics: The Precocious Primitivism 
of Philipp Otto Runge’, Art Journal, vol. 52, no. 2, (Summer, 1993), 31–39. 
Constantine, D., ‘Winckelmann and Sir William Hamilton’, Oxford German Studies, vol. 
22, (1993), 55–83. 
Constantine, D., Fields of Fire: A Life of Sir William Hamilton, Weidenfeld & Nicholson, 
London, 2001. 
 
Cook, J. M., The Lord Elgin and the Marbles, (book review), The Classical Review, vol. 18, no. 
2, (Jun., 1968), 249. 
 
Cook, R. M., Greek Painted Pottery, Routledge, London, 1966.	  
 
 
	   325	  
Craske, M., ‘Plan and Control: Design and the Competitive Spirit in Early and Mid-
Eighteenth-Century England’, Journal of Design History, vol. 12, no. 3, (1999), special 
volume dedicated to Eighteenth-Century Markets and Manufactures in England and 
France, 187–216. 
 
Cumberland, G., Thoughts on Outline, Sculpture, and the System that Guided the Ancient 
Artists in Composing their Figures and Groups, London, 1796. 
 
Cust, L. and Colvin, S. (eds.), History of the Society of Dilettanti, Macmillan, London, 1914. 
 
Danto, A. C., The Transfiguration of the Common-place, Harvard University Press, 
Cambridge, MA, 1981. 
 
Delestre, J. B., Gros: Sa Vie et ses Ouvrages, J. Renouard, Paris, 1867. 
 
D’Hancarville, P. F. Hugues, Antiquités Ètrusques, Grecques, et Romaines Tirées du Cabinet de 
M. Hamilton (Collection of Etruscan, Greek, and Roman Antiquities from the Cabinet of 
the Honble. Wm. Hamilton), vol. I–IV, Naples, 1766–1777. 
 
D’Hancarville, P. F. Hugues, Antiquités Ètrusques, Grecques et Romaines Tirées du Cabinet de 
M. Hamilton Envoyé Extraordinaire de S. M. Britannique à la Cour de Naples, French edition, 
5 vols, Chez l’Auteur, F.A. David, Rue Pierre-Sarrazin, Paris, 1785–1788. 
 
D’Hancarville, P. F. Hugues, Antiquités Ètrusques, Grecques et Romaines Tirées du Cabinet de 
M. Hamilton Envoyé Extraordinaire de S. M. Britannique à la Cour de Naples, Italian edition, 4 
vols, Florence, 1801–1804. 
 
D’Hancarville, P. F. Hugues, The Collection of Antiquities from the Cabinet of Sir William 
Hamilton, (S. Schütze and M. Gisler-Huwiler, eds.), Taschen, Koln and Los Angeles, 2004. 
 
Dickie, G., Art and the Aesthetic: An Institutional Analysis, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, 
NY, 1974. 
	   326	  
Dickie, G., ‘Stolnitz Attitude: Taste and Perception, The Journal of Aesthetics and Art 
Criticism, AAC, vol. 43, no. 2, (1984), 105–203. 
 
Diderot, D., Encyclopédie ou Dictionnaire Raisonné des Sciences, des Arts et des Métiers, XVII, 
Paris, 1765. 
 
Dryden, J., Observations on the Art of Painting, (Works), Scott and Sainstbury (eds.), London, 
1892. 
 
Dubois-Maisonneuve, M., Introduction l’Étude des Vases Antiques d’Argile Peints Vulgairement 
Appelès Étrusques, De l’Imprimerie de P. Didot l’Ainè, Paris, 1817. 
 
Duclos, R., Abbé, Dictionnaire Bibliographique, Historique et Critique des Livres Rares, Pré 
cieux, Singuliers, Curieux, Estimés et Recherchés qui n’ont aucum Prix Fixe, 3 vols, Cailleau, 
Tutot, Parigi, 1791.  
 
Dyson, L. S., In Pursuit of Ancient Pasts: A History of Classical Archaeology in the Nineteenth 
and Twenty Centuries, Yale University Press, New Haven and London, 2006. 
 
Edwards, C. (ed.), Roman Presences: Receptions of Rome in European Culture, 1789–1945, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1999. 
 
Elsner, J. and Cardinal, R. (eds.), The Cultures of Collecting, (reprinted), Reaktion Books, 
London, 1994. 
 
Elsner, J., ‘A Collector’s Model of Desire: The House and Museum of Sir John Soane’, in 
Elsner and Cardinal (eds.), The Cultures of Collecting, 1994, 155–176. 
 
Ernst, W., ‘Frames at Work: Museological Imagination and Historical Discourse in 
Neoclassical Britain’, The Art Bulletin, vol. 75, no. 3, (Sep., 1993), 481–498.  
 
	   327	  
Faroult, G., Leribault, C. and Scherf, G. (eds.), L’Antiquité Rêvée. Innovations et Resistances 
au xviiie Siècle, Musée du Louvre, Paris, 2010. 
 
Fothergill, B., Sir William Hamilton Envoy Extraordinary, Nonsuch, London, 1969. 
 
Fraser, F., Beloved Emma: The Life of Emma, Lady Hamilton, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 
London, 1986. 
 
Friedländer, W., ‘Notes on the Art of William Blake: A Romantic Mystic Completely 
Exhibited’, Art News, (February 1939), 9. 
 
Friedländer, W., David to Delacroix, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Massachussets, 
1952. 
 
Gargiulo, R., Raccolta de Disegni delle Diverse Forme de Vasi Italo-Greci, dalla Tipografia de 
Dominicis, Napoli, 1822. 
 
Gentleman’s Magazine, The, F. Jefferies, London, (various vols.), 1731–onwards.  
 
Gibbon, E., The Autobiographies of Edward Gibbon, (printed verbatim from hitherto 
unpublished mss), John Murray, London, 1897. 
 
Gibson-Wood, C., Jonathan Richardson: Art Theorist of the English Enlightenment, Yale 
University Press, New Haven and London, 2000. 
 
Goethe, J. W. von, Italian Journey (1786–8), (trans. W. H. Auden and E. Meyer), 
Harmondsworth, Penguin, Middlesex, 1970 (originally published by Collins, London, 
1962).  
 
Gordon, P. L., Personal Memoirs; or Reminiscences of Men and Manners at Home and Abroad 
during the Last Half Century, 2 vols, Henry Colburn and Richard Bentley, London, 1830. 
 
	   328	  
Gossman, L., ‘Death in Trieste’, Journal of European Studies, vol. 22, (1992), 207–240. 
 
Gotlieb, M. J., The Plight of Emulation, Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1996. 
 
Greifenhangen, A., ‘Griechische Vasen auf Bildnissen der Zeit Winckelmann’s und des 
Klassizismus’, Nachrichten von der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen, vol. 3, no. 7, 
(1939), 199–230. 
 
Greifenhangen, A., ‘Nachklänge Griechischer Vasenfunde im Klassizismus (1790–1840)’, 
Jahrbuch der Berliner Museen, Bd. 5, (1963), 84–105. 
 
Greifenhangen, A., Griechische Vasen auf Bildern des 19. Jahrhunderts, Carl Winter-
Universitätsverlag, Heidelberg, 1978.  
 
Griener, P., Le Antichità Etrusche, Greche e Romane 1766–1776 di Pierre Hugues 
d'Hancarville. La Pubblicazione delle Ceramiche Antiche della Prima Collezione Hamilton, 
Edizioni dell'Elefante, Rome, 1992. 
 
Griener, P. and Imesch, K., Klassizismen und Kosmopolitismus: Programm oder Problem? 
Austausch in Kunst und Kunsttheorie im 18 Jahrhundert, Schweizerisches Institut für 
Kunstwissenschaft, Zürich, 2004. 
  
Haley, K. H. D., The First Earl of Shaftesbury, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1968.	  
 
Guilding, R., Marble Mania: Sculpture Galleries in England 1640-1840, Sir John Soane’s 
Museum, London, 2006. 
 
Haskell, F., ‘D’Hancarville: an Adventurer and Art-Historian in Eighteenth-Century 
Europe’, in Chaney and Ritchie (eds.), Oxford, China and Italy: Writings in Honour of Sir 
Harold Acton, Thames and Hudson, London, 1984, 177–191. 
 
	   329	  
Haskell, F., History and its Images: Art and the Interpretation of the Past, Yale University Press, 
New Haven and London, 1993. 
	  
Hatfield, L. C., ‘A Set of English Condiment Vases from Kedleston Hall’, M Bulletin 
(Museum of Fine Arts, Boston), vol. 79, (1981), 4–19.	  
 
Herrmann, F., The English as Collectors: A Documentary Sourcebook, (second revised, and 
expanded edition), Oak Knoll Press, New Castle, Delaware, John Murray, Albemarle 
Street, London, 1999. 
 
Heyne, C. G., Göttingische Anzeigen von Gelehrten Sachen, no. 94, Göttingen, 1768.  
 
Hind, A. M., ‘The Elgin Marbles in an Idealized Setting’, The British Museum Quarterly, 
vol. 8, no. 4, (May, 1934), 140. 
 
Hobson, M., The Object of Art: The Theory of Illusion in Eighteenth-Century France, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1982. 
 
Holst, N. von, Creators, Collectors and Connoisseurs: The Anatomy of Artistic Taste from 
Antiquity to the Present Day, Book Club Associates, London, 1976. 
 
Holt, E. G. (ed.), A Documentary History of Art, 3 vols, Princeton University Press, 
Princeton, 1958. 
  
Hornsby, C. (ed.), The Impact of Italy: the Grand Tour and Beyond, The British School at 
Rome, Rome, 2000. 
 
Hunt, J. D. (ed.), The Italian Garden: Art, Design and Culture, Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, 1996. 
 
Hurcombe, M. L., Archaeological Artefacts as Material Culture, Routledge, London and New 
York, 2007. 
	   330	  
Hutton, W., A Journey from Birmingham to London, Pearson and Rollason, Birmingham, 
1785. 
 
Jacob, M. C., Strangers Nowhere in the World: The Rise of Cosmopolitanism in Early Modern 
Europe, Univinersity of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia, 2006. 
Jahn, O., Beschreibung der Vasensammlung König Ludwigs in der Pinakothek zu München, J. 
Lindauer, München, 1854. 
 
Jenkins, I. and Sloan, K. (eds.), Vases and Volcanoes: Sir William Hamilton and His 
Collection, (exh. cat.), British Museum, British Museum Press, London, 1996. 
 
Jenkins, I., ‘James Stephanoff and the British Museum’, Apollo, no. 121, (March 1985), 
174–181. 
 
Jenkins, I., ‘Frederic Lord Leighton and Greek Vases’, The Burlington Magazine, vol. 125, 
no. 967, (Jun., 1988), 596–603+605. 
 
Jenkins, I., ‘Adam Buck and the Vogue for Greek Vases’, The Burlington Magazine, vol. 
130, no. 1023, (Jun., 1988), 448–457. 
 
Jenkins, I., ‘La Vente des Vases Durand (Paris 1836) et leur Reception en Grande-
Bretagne’, in Laurens and Pomian (eds.), L'Anticomanie: La Collection D’Antiquites Aux 18e 
Et 19e Siecles, Ecole des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, Paris, 1992. 
 
Jenkins, I., Archaeologists and Aesthetes in the Sculpture Galleries of the British Museum 1800–
1939, British Museum Press, London, 1992. 
 
Jenkins, I., ‘Contemporary Minds: Sir William Hamilton’s Affair with Antiquity’, in 
Jenkins and Sloan (eds.), Vases & Volcanoes: Sir William Hamilton and His Collection, (exh. 
cat.), British Museum Press, London, 1996, 40–64. 
 
	   331	  
Jenkins, I., ‘Seeking the Bubble Reputation’, Journal of the History of Collections, vol. 9, no. 
2, (1997), 191–203. 
 
Jensen, J. C., Philipp Otto Runge: Leben und Werk, Dumont, Köln, 1977. 
 
Johnson, D., Jacques-Louis David: Art in Metamorphosis, Princeton University Press, New 
Jersey, 1993. 
  
Johnson, G. E. (ed.), Sir Joshua Reynolds’ Discourses, A. C. McClurg and Co., Chicago, 
1891. 
 
Jorio, de, A., La Mimica degli Antichi Investigata nel Gestire Napoletano, Dalla Stamperia del 
Fibreno, Napoli, 1832. 
 
Justi, C., (ed.), Winckelmann und seine Zeitgenossen, Phaidon, Köln, 1956.  
 
Imbruglia, G. (ed.), Naples in the Eighteenth Century: The Birth and the Death of Nation State, 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2000. 
 
Ingamells, J., A Dictionary of British and Irish Travellers in Italy, 1701–1800, Published for 
the Paul Mellon Center for Studies in British Art, New Haven and London, 1997.  
 
Inghirami, F., Monumenti Etruschi o di Etrusco Nome, 6 vols, Politografia Fiesolana, dai 
Torchi dell’ Autore, Firenze, 1821–1826.  
 
Inghirami, F., Pitture di Vasi Fittili, Poligrafia Fiesolana, dai Torchi dell’Autore, Fiesole, 
1833–1837, republished as Pitture di Vasi Etruschi, 4 vols, Firenze, 1852–1856. 
 
Irving, D., Lives of Scottish Writers, Adam and Charles Black, Edinburgh, 1839. 
	  
Ivins, W. M., Jr., Prints and Visual Communication, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 
1953.	  
	   332	  
Kadushin, C., ‘Networks and Circles in the Production of Culture’, in Peterson (ed.), The 
Production of Culture, 1976, 769–784. 
	  
Kant, E., Kritik der reinen Vernunft, Johann Friedrich Hartknoch, Königsberg, 1781.  
	  
Kaufmann, T. D., Antiquarianism, the History of Objects, and the History of Art before 
Winckelmann, Journal of the History of Ideas, vol. 62, no. 3, (Jul., 2001), 523–541. 
Kelly, J., The Society of Dilettanti: Archaeology and Identity in the British Enlightenment, Yale 
University Press, New Haven and London, 2009. 
 
Kendon, A., Gesture in Naples and Gesture in Classical Antiquity. A Translation of La Mimica 
degli Antichi Investigata nel Gestire Napoletano with Introduction and Notes by Adam Kendon, 
(first published in 2000), Indiana University Press, Bloomington, 2002. 
 
Keynes, G. (ed.), Blake Studies: Essays on his Life and Works, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 
(1971). 
 
Kirk, T., Outlines from the Figures and Compositions upon the Greek, Roman, and Etruscan 
Vases of the Late Sir William Hamilton, (drawn and engraved by the late Mr. Kirk), W. 
Miller, London, 1804. 
 
Knight, C., ‘I Luoghi di Delizie di William Hamilton’, Napoli Nobilissima, 20, (1981), ff. 
5–6, 185. 
 
Knight, C., Hamilton a Napoli, Electa Napoli, Naples, 1990 (a second edition was 
published in 2003).	  
	  
Knight, C., ‘William Hamilton and the Art of Going Through Life’, in Jenkins and Sloan 
(eds.), Vases & Volcanoes: Sir William Hamilton and His Collection, (exh. cat.), British 
Museum, British Museum Press, London, 1996, 11–23.	  
	  
Knowles, J. (ed.), The life and writings of Henry Fuseli, 3 vols, Samuel Bentley, Dorset Street, 
Fleet Street, London, 1831. 
	   333	  
Kockel, V., ‘Towns and Tombs: Three-Dimensional Documentation of Archaeological 
Sites in the Kingdom of Naples in the Late eighteenth and Early Nineteenth Centuries’, 
in Bignamini (ed.), Archives and Excavations: Essays on the History of Archaeological 
Excavations in Rome and Southern Italy from the Renaissance to the Nineteenth Century, 
Archaeological Monographs of The British School at Rome, vol. 14, The British School 
at Rome, London, 2004, 143–162. 
 
Kopytoff, I., ‘The Cultural Biography of Things’, in Appadurai (ed.), The Social Life of 
Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1986, 
64–91.  
 
Kurtz, D. (ed.), The Reception of Classical Art in Britain: An Oxford Story of Plaster Casts from 
the Antique, British Archaeological Report, (308), British Series, Archaeopress, Oxford, 
2000.	  
	  
Laborde, A. L. J. de, Collection des Vases Grecs de Mr le comte de Lamberg, Didot l’Ainé, 
Paris, 1813–1824.	  
 
Landsberger, F., Wilhelm Tischbein: Ein Künstlerleben des 18. Jahhunderts, Klinkhardt & 
Biermann, Leipzig, 1908. 
La Chausse, M. A. de, Le Grand Cabinet Romain: ou, Recueil d'Antiquitez Romaines, qui 
Consistent en Bas Reliefs, Statues des Dieux & des Hommes, Instruments Sacerdotaux, Lampes, 
Urnes, Seaux, Brasselets, Clefs, Anneaux, & Phioles Lacrimales, que l'on Trouve a Rome, Avec les 
explications de Michel Ange de la Chausse, Chez François L’Honoré, & Zacharie 
Chastelain le Fils, A. Amsterdam, 1706. 
 
La Chausse, M. A. de, Romanum Museum, Sive, Thesaurus Eruditae Antiquitatis, (2nd 
edition), Ex Typographia Joannis Jacobi Komarek Boëmi, Rome, 1707. 
 
Laurens, A. and Pomian, K. (eds.), L'Anticomanie: La Collection D’Antiquites Aux 18e et 19e 
Siecles, Ecole des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, Paris, 1992. 
	   334	  
Levinson, J., Music, Art and Metaphysics: Essays in Philosophical Aesthetics, Part I, Cornell 
University Press, Ithaca, NY, 1990. 
 
Lewis, W. S. (ed.), [et. al.], The Yale Edition of Horace Walpole’s Correspondence, 48 vols, Yale 
University Press, New Haven and London, 1937–1983. 
 
Lissarrague, F. and Reed, M., ‘The Collector’s Books’, Journal of the History of Collections, 
vol. 9, no. 2, (1997), 295–294. 
 
Lolla, M. G., ‘Monuments and Texts: Antiquarianism and the Beauty of Antiquity’, Art 
History, vol. 25, no. 4, (Sep., 2002), 431–449. 
 
Lubar, S. and Kingery, W. D. (eds.), History from Things: Essays on Material Culture, 
Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington and London, 1993. 
 
Lyons, C., ‘The Museo Mastrilli and the Cultures of Collecting in Naples, 1700–1755’, 
Journal of the History of Collections, vol. 4, no. 1, (1992), 1–26. 
 
Lyons, C., ‘The Neapolitan Context of Hamilton’s Antiquities Collection’, Journal of the 
History of Collections, vol. 9, no. 2, (1997), 229–239. 
 
MacGregor, A. (ed.), Sir Hans Sloane: col lector ,  scientist ,  antiquary, founding father of the 
British Museum, The Trustees of the British Museum, London, 1994. 
 
MacGregor, A., Curiosity and Enlightenment: Collectors and Collecting from the Sixteenth to the 
Nineteenth Century, Yale University Press, New Haven and London, 2007. 
 
Mallgrave, H. F. and Potts, A. (eds.), J. J. Winckelmann, History of the Art of Antiquity, The 
Getty Research Institute, Los Angeles. 
 
	   335	  
Maquet, J., ‘Objects as Instruments, Objects as Signs’, in Lubar and Kingery (eds.), History 
from Things: Essays on Material Culture, Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington and 
London, 1993, 30–40. 
 
Martino, E., ‘The Reinterpretation of the Antiquity and the Progress of the Arts: The 
“Etruscan service” of Giustiniani Brothers’, in Petras (ed.), Hancarville und die 
Hamiltonsche Vasensammlung, Winckelmann-Gesellschaft, Stendal, 2005, 41–46. 
 
Masci, M. E., ‘The Birth of Ancient Vase Collecting in Naples in the Early Eighteenth 
Century’, Journal of the History of Collections, vol. 19, no. 2, (2007), 215–224.	  
 
Matheson, P. E. (ed.), Travels of Carl Phillip Moritz in England in 1782, a reprint of the 
English translation of 1795, H. Milford, London, 1924. 
 
Mazzocchi, A. S., Commentariorum in Regii Herculanensis Musei Aeneas Tabulas Heracleenses, 
2 vols, Ex Officina Benedicti Gessari, Naples, 1754–1755. 
 
McIntyre, I., Joshua Reynolds: The Life and Times of the First President of the Royal Academy, 
Allen Lane – The Penguin Press, London, 2003. 
 
Melot, M., Griffiths, A., Field, R. S. and Beguin, A. (eds.), Prints: History of an Art, 
Geneva: Skira, New York: Rizzoli, 1981. 
 
Mengs, A. R., Gedanken über die Schönheit und über den Geschmak in der Malerey, Bey Orell, 
Gessner, Fuesslin U. Comp. Zurich, 1774. 
 
Michaelis, A., A Century of Archaeological Discoveries, John Murray, London, 1908. 
 
Mildenberger, H., ‘Hamilton, Tischbein and Philipp Otto Runge’, Journal of the History of 
Collections, vol. 9, no. 2, (1997), 295–303. 
 
	   336	  
Mildenberger, H., J. H. W. Tischbein – Philip Otto Runge – Friedrich Overbeck: Aspekte des 
Künstlerichen Austauschs, Jahrbuch des Schleswig-Holsteinischen Landesmuseums Schloss 
Gottorf, (neue folge – band 1), Karl Wachholtz Verlag, Neumünster, 1998, 33–87. 
 
Millin, A. L., Peintures de Vases Antiques, Vulgairement Appelès É trusques, 2 vols, P. Didot, 
Paris, 1808–1810. 
 
Millin, A. L., Galerie Mythologique, 2 vols, Chez Soyer, Paris, 1811. 
 
Millingen, J., Peintures Antiques et Inèdites de Vases Grecs, De Romanis, Rome, 1813. 
 
Millingen, J., Peintures Antiques de Vases Grecs de la Collection de Sir John Coghill Bart, De 
Romanis, Rome, 1817. 
 
Millingen, J., Ancient Unedited Monuments: Painted Greek Vases, from Collections in Various 
Countries Principally in Great Britain, Illustrated and Explained by James Millingen, London, 
1822–1826.  
 
Miner, D. E. (ed.), Studies in Art and Literature for Belle da Costa Greene, Princeton 
University Press, 1954. 
 
Momigliano, A., ‘Ancient History and the Antiquarian’, Journal of the Warburg and 
Courtauld Institutes, vol. 13, no. 3/4, (1950), 285–315. 
 
Montfaucon, B. de, L’ Antiquité Expliquée et Représentée en Figures, 10 vols, Paris, 1722–
1724 (2nd edition), accompanied with 5 supplement volumes (Paris, 1722). 
 
Mongan, A., ‘Ingres and the Antique’, Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, vol. 
10, (1947), 1–13. 
 
Monthly Review, The, January to April Inclusive, vol. XLI, Griffiths, London, 1769.  
 
	   337	  
Monthly Review, The, January to April Inclusive, vol. I, Hurst, Robinson and Co, London, 
1826.  
 
Morris, R., HMS Colossus: The Story of the Salvage of Hamilton Treasures, Hutchinson of 
London, London, 1979. 
  
Morrison, A., Catalogue of the Collection of Autograph Letters and Historical Documents Formed 
Between 1865 and 1882 by A. Morrison, compiled and annotated by A. W. Thibaudeau, vol. II, 
D-J, London, 1885. 
 
Morrison, A., Catalogue of the Collection of Autograph Letters and Historical Documents Formed 
Between 1865 and 1882 by A. Morrison. (The Hamilton and Nelson papers, vol. I: nos 1–
301, vol. II: nos 302–1067, combined and annotated under the direction of A. W. 
Thibideau, London 1893–1894. 
 
Moses, H., A Collection of Antique Vases, Altars, Paterae, Tripods, Candelabra, Sarcophagi, &c. 
from Various Museums and Collections, Henry G. Bohn/J. Taylor, London, 1814 (reprinted 
in the 1820s by I. Williams in London). 
 
Mount, H., ‘The Monkey with the Magnifying Glass: constructions of the Connoisseur in 
eighteenth-Century Britain, The Oxford Art Journal, vol. 29, no. 2, (2006), 167–184. 
 
Noon, P. J., English Portrait Drawings and Miniatures, Yale Center for British Art, New 
Haven, 1979. 
 
Nowinski, J., Baron Dominique Vivant Denon (1747–1825): Hedonist and Scholar in a Period 
of Transition, Fairleigh Dickinson University Press, Rutherford, 1970. 
 
O’Brien, D., After the Revolution: Antoine-Jean Gros, Painting and Propaganda under Napoleon, 
Pennsylvania State University Press, University Park, Philadelphia, PA, 2004. 
 
	   338	  
Painter, K. and Whitehouse, D., ‘The History of the Portland Vase’, Journal of Glass 
Studies, vol. 32 (1990), 24-84. 
 
Panofsky, E. and Panofsky, D., The Changing Aspects of a Mythical Symbol, Bollingen Series 
111, 2nd edition, Pantheon Books, New York, 1962. 
 
Passeri, G., Picturae Etruscorum in Vasculis, 3 vols, Rome 1767–1775. 
 
Pearce, S. (ed.), Visions of Antiquity: The Society of Antiquaries of London 1707–2007, Being 
Volume 111 of Archaeologia, London, The Society of Antiquaries, 2007.  
 
Pearce, S., ‘Antiquaries and the Interpretation of Ancient objects, 1770–1820’, in Pearce 
(ed.), Visions of Antiquity: The Society of Antiquaries of London 1707–2007, Volume 111 of 
Archaeologia, London, The Society of Antiquaries, 2007, 147–171. 
 
Penny, N. (ed.), Reynolds, (exh. cat.), Royal Academy of Arts, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 
London, 1986. 
 
Percier, C. and Fontaine, P. F. L., Recueil de Décorations Intérieures Comprenant tout ce qui a 
Rapport a l’Ameublement, Chez les Auteurs, Au Louvre, Paris, 1812. 
 
Petras, M. (ed.), Hancarville und die Hamiltonsche Vasensammlung, Winckelmann-
Gesellschaft, Stendal, 2005. 
 
Picard-Cajan, P. (ed.), Ingres et l’Antique: l’Illusion Grecque, Actes Sud, Arles, 2006. 
Piozzi, H. L., Observations and Reflections made in the Course of a Journey Through France, Italy, 
and Germany, 2 vols, A. Strachan and T. Cadell, London, 1789. 
 
Potts, A., Flesh and the Ideal: Winckelmann and the Origins of Art History, Yale University 
Press, New Haven and London, 1994. 
 
	   339	  
Prat, L. and Rosenberg, P., Jacques-Louis David, 1748–1825: Catalogue Raisonné des Dessins, 
2 vols, Leonardo Arte, 2002. 
 
Prendergast, C., Napoleon and History Painting: Antoine-Jean Gros’s "La Bataille d'Eylau", 
Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1997. 
 
Pulling, F. S., Sir Joshua Reynolds, Sampson Law, Marston, Searle & Rivington, London, 
1880. 
 
Raine, K., ‘Blake’s Debt to Antiquity’, The Sewanee Review, vol. 71, 3, (Summer, 1963), 
352–450. 
 
Ramage, H. N., ‘The Initial Letters in Sir William Hamilton’s Collection of Antiquities’, 
Burlington Magazine, vol. 129, (July 1987), 446–456. 
 
Ramage, H. N., ‘Owed to a Grecian Urn: The Debt of Flaxman and Wedgwood to 
Hamilton’, Ars Ceramica, vol. 6, (1989), 8–12. 
 
Ramage, H. N., ‘Sir William Hamilton as Collector, Exporter and Dealer: The 
Acquisition of and Dispersal of his Collections’, American Journal of Archaeology, vol. 94, 
no. 3, 1990, 469–480, 1990. 
 
Ramage, H. N., ‘Goods, Graves and Scholars: Eighteenth-century Archaeologists in 
Britain and Italy’, American Journal of Archaeology, vol. 96, no. 4, (Oct., 1992), 653–661. 
 
Redford, B., Dilettanti: The Antic and the Antique in Eighteenth-Century England, (exh. cat.), 
The Getty Museum, Los Angeles, 2008. 
 
Redgrave, S., A Dictionary of Artists of the English School: Painters, Sculptors, Architects, 
Engravers and Ornamentists, with Notices of their Lives and Work, Kingsmead Reprints, Bath, 
Somerset, 1970. 
 
	   340	  
Reindl, P., Johann Heinrich Wilhelm Tischbein. Idyllen, Harenberg, Dortmund, 1982. 
 
Richardson, J., An Essay on The Theory of Painting, Printed by W. Bowyer, for John 
Churchill, London, 1715. 
 
Richardson, J., Two discourses. I. An Essay on the Whole Art of Criticism as it relates to 
Painting. II. An Argument in Behalf of the Science of a Connoisseur, W. Churchill, London, 
1719. 
 
Rietz, W., Memoires de la Comtesse de Lichtenau Ècrits par ellemêne en 1808, 2 vols, London, 
1809. 
 
Roberts, W., Jacques-Louis David, Revolutionary Artist: Art, Politics and the French Revolution, 
The University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill and London, 1989. 
Robson, J., A Catalogue of an Entire Library of Books, London, 1770. 
 
Rocheblave, S., Essai sur le Comte de Caylus, Hachette, Paris, 1889. 
 
Roccheggiani, l., Raccolta di Cento Tavole Rappresentanti i Costumi Religiosi Civili, e Militari 
Degli Antichi Egiziani, Etruschi, Greci e Romani Tratti Dagli Antichi Monumenti, Raffaelli, 
Roma, 1804. 
 
Rodenwaldt, G., Otto Magnus von Stackelberg. Der Entdecker der Griechischen Landschaft 
1786–1837, Deutscher Kunstverlag, München and Berlin, 1959. 
 
Roger, J. L., A History of the ‘Old Water-Colour’ Society, 2 vols, Longmans, Green, and co, 
London, 1891. 
 
Rosenblum, R., ‘The Origin of Painting: A Problem in the Iconography of Romantic 
Classicism’, The Art Bulletin, vol. 39, no. 4 (Dec., 1957), 279–290. 
 
	   341	  
Rosenblum, R., Transformations in Late Eighteenth Century Art, Princeton University Press, 
New Jersey, 1969. 
 
Rossen, S. F. and Caroselli, S. L. (eds.), The Golden Age of Naples: Art and Civilization under 
the Bourbons 1734–1805, (exh. cat.), 2 vols, Detroit Institute of Arts/Art Institute of 
Chicago, Detroit, 1981. 
 
Rothenberg, J., ‘Descensus ad Terram’: The Acquisition and Reception of the Elgin Marbles, 
PhD Thesis, Columbia University, 1967. 
 
Saint-Non, J. C. R. de, Voyage Pittoresque ou Description des Royaumes de Naples et de Sicile, 
vols. I–IV, Paris, 1781–1786. 
 
Sandström, B., Bénigne Gagneraux 1756–1795: Éducation, Inspiration, Oeuvre, Doctoral 
Thesis, University of Stockholm, 1981. 
Sandys, J. E., Sir, A History of Classical Scholarship, 3 vols, Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, 1903–1908. 
 
Schiller, C. G. W. (ed.), Aus Meinem Leben von J. H. W. Tischbein, 2 vols, Brunswick, 1861. 
 
Schnapp, A., ‘La Pratique de la Collection et ses Consequences sur l’Histoire de 
l’Antiquite le Chevalier d’Hancarville’, in Laurens and Pomian (eds.), L'Anticomanie: La 
Collection D’Antiquites Aux 18e Et 19e Siecles, Ecole des Hautes Études en Sciences 
Sociales, Paris, 1992, 209–218. 
 
Schnapp, A., The Discovery of the Past: The Origins of Archaeology, British Museum Press, 
London, 1996. 
 
Schnapp, A., ‘Antiquarian Studies in Naples at the end of the Eighteenth Century: from 
Comparative Archaeology to Comparative Religion’, in Imbruglia (ed.), Naples in the 
Eighteenth Century: The Birth and the Death of Nation State, Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, 2000, 154–166. 
	   342	  
 
Schnapp, A., ‘Introduction: Neapolitan effervescence’, Journal of the History of Collections, vol. 
19, no. 2, (2007), 161–164.	  
 
Scholes, P. A. (ed.), Dr. Burney’s Musical Tours in Europe, I: An Eighteenth-Century Musical 
Tour in France and Italy, Oxford University Press, London, 1959. 
 
Scott, J., The Pleasures of Antiquity: British Collections of Greece of Rome, Published for the 
Paul Mellon Center for Studies in British Art, New Haven and London, 2003.	  
	  
Séroux d’Agincourt, J., Histoire de l’Art par les Monuments, depuis sa Décadence au IVeme 
Siècle jusqu’a son Renouvellement au XVIeme, Treuttel & Würtz, Parigi, 1811–1823. 
	  
Seta, C. de, ‘Grand Tour: The Lure of Italy in the Eighteenth Century’, in Wilton and 
Bignamini (eds.), Grand Tour: The Lure of Italy in the Eighteenth Century, (exh. cat.), Tate 
Gallery, London, 1997, 13–19.	  
 
Sloan, K., ‘“Observations on the Kingdom of Naples”: William Hamilton’s Diplomatic 
Career’, in Jenkins and Sloan (eds.), Vases & Volcanoes: Sir William Hamilton and His 
Collection, (exh. cat.), British Museum, British Museum Press, London, 1996, 24–39.	  
 
Sloan, K., ‘“Picture-Mad in Virtue-Land”: Sir William Hamilton’s Collections of 
Paintings’, in Jenkins and Sloan (eds.), Vases & Volcanoes: Sir William Hamilton and His 
Collection, (exh. cat.), British Museum, British Museum Press, London, 1996, 75–92.	  
 
Sloan, K., ‘Sir William Hamilton’s Insuperable Taste for Painting’, Journal of the History of 
Collections, vol. 9, no. 2, (1997), 205–227. 
 
Sloan, K. (ed.), Enlightenment: Discovering the World in the Eighteenth Century, British 
Museum Press, London, 2003. 
 
	   343	  
Smallwood, V. and Woodford, S. (eds.), Corpus Vasorum Antiquorum: Great Britain. Fasc. 
20, British Museum, Fragments from Sir William Hamilton's Second Collection of Vases Recovered 
from the Wreck of HMS Colossus, British Museum Press, London, 2003. 
 
Smith, A. H. and Hunt, P., ‘Lord Elgin and His Collection’, The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 
vol. 36, (1916), 163–372. 
 
Smith, E. A., ‘Lord Fitzwilliam’s Grand Tour: 1764–6 9’, History Today, vol. 17, no. 6, 
(June, 1967), 393–400, 410. 
 
Solkin, D. H., Painting for Money: The Visual Arts and the Public Sphere in Eighteenth-Century 
England, Yale University Press, New Haven and London, 1993. 
 
Sparkes, B., The Red and the Black: Studies in Greek Pottery, Routledge, New York and 
London, 1996. 
 
Spectator, The, no. 412, (Monday, 23 June 1713), 89. 
 
St. Clair, W., Lord Elgin and the Marbles, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1967 and 1998 
(3rd revised edition). 
 
Stackelberg, O. M. Baron, Die Gräber der Hellenen, G. Reimer, Berlin, 1837. 
 
Stafford, B. M., Artful Science: Enlightenment Entertainment and the Eclipse of Visual 
Education, MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1994. 
 
Stark, C. B., Handbuch der Archäologie der Kunst, Verlag von Wilhelm Engelmann, Leipzig, 
1880. 
  
Stolnitz, J., ‘On the Origin of “Aesthetic Disinterestedness”’, The Journal of Aesthetics and 
Art Criticism, AAC, vol. XX, no. 2, (Winter 1961), 131–143. 
 
	   344	  
Stolnitz, J., ‘On the Significance of Lord Shaftesbury in Modern Aesthetic Theory’, 
Philosophical Quarterly, vol. 11, (1961), 97–113. 
 
Stolnitz, J., ‘The Aesthetic Attitude in the Rise of the Modern Aesthetics-Again’, JAAC, 
vol. 43, no. 2, (1984), 205–208. 
 
Strazzullo, F., Settecento Napoletano, Documenti, 2 vols, Liguori, Naples, 1982–1984. 
 
Sweet, R., Antiquaries: The Discovery of the Past in Eighteenth-Century Britain, Hambledon 
and London, London, 2004. 
 
Symmons, S., ‘French Copies after Flaxman's Outlines’, The Burlington Magazine, vol. 115, 
no. 846, (Sep., 1973), 591–599. 
 
Symmons, S., Flaxman and Europe: The Outline Illustrations and their Influence, Garland 
Publishing, Inc., New York and London, 1984. 
 
Thompson, J. W., ‘The Age of Mabillon and Montfaucon’, The American Historical 
Review, vol. 47, no. 2, (Jan., 1942), 225–244. 
 
Thornton, P. and Dorey, H. (eds.), Sir John Soane: The Architect as Collector. 1753–1837, 
Harry N. Abrams, Inc., New York, 1992. 
 
Tillyard, E. M. W., The Hope Vases: A Catalogue and a Discussion of the Hope Collection of 
Greek vases, with an Introduction on the History of the Collection and on Late Attic and South 
Italian Vases, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1923. 
 
Tischbein, H. (ed.), Collection of Engravings from Ancient Vases mostly of Pure Greek 
Workmanship Discovered in Sepulchres in the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, 4 vols, Naples, 1791–
1795. 
 
	   345	  
Tischbein, H. (ed.), Pitture de Vasi Antichi: de la Collection de son Excellence M. le Chevalier 
Hamilton, 4 vols, Soc. Caléografique, Firenze, 1800–1803. 
 
Tischbein, H., Homer nach Antiken gezeichnet, Dieterich, Göttingen, 1801. 
 
Townsend, D., ‘From Shaftesbury to Kant: The Development of the Concept of Aesthetic 
Experience’, Journal of the History of Ideas, vol. 48, no. 2, (Apr.–June 1987), 287–305.	  
 
Townsend, D., ‘Archibald Alison: Aesthetic Experience and Emotion’, British Journal of 
Aesthetics, vol. 28, no. 2, (1988), 132–144. 
 
Townsend, D., Aesthetic Objects and Works of Art, Longwood Academic, Virginia, (1989).	  
 
Traeger, J., Philipp Otto Runge und sein Werk: Monographie und Kritischer Katalog, Prestel, 
München, 1975. 
 
Traeger, J., ‘Aus Philipp Otto Runges Anfängen als Maler. Eine frühe Fassung der "Ruhe 
auf der Flucht”. Mit Bemerkungen zu Otto Sigismund Runge’, Zeitschrift für 
Kunstgeschichte, vol. 55, no. 4, (1992), 463–481. 
 
Trumbull, J., Autobiography, Reminiscences and Letters of John Trumbull, Wiley and Putnam, 
New Haven, 1841. 
 
Vickers, M., ‘Imaginary Etruscans: Changing Perceptions of Etruria since the Fifteenth 
Century’, Hephaistos, 7/8, (1985–1856), 153–67. 
 
Vickers, M., ‘Value and Simplicity: Eighteenth-Century Taste and the Study of Greek 
Vases’, in Past and Present, vol. 116, (Aug., 1987), 98–137. 
 
Visconti, E. Q., Il Museo Pio-Clementino, IV, Rome, 1788. 
 
Walker, S., The Portland Vase, British Museum Press, London, 2004. 
	   346	  
 
Walters, H. B., History of Ancient Pottery: Greek, Etruscan, and Roman, 2 vols, Charles 
Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1905. 
 
Warner, O., Emma Hamilton and Sir William, Chatto & Windus, London, 1960.  
 
Waterhouse, E., Painting in Britain 1530–1790, (4th integrated edition), Penguin Books, 
Norwich, Suffolk, 1978. 
 
Webb, D., An Inquiry into the Beauties of Painting, and into the Merits of the most Celebrated 
Painters, Ancient and Modern, R. and J. Dodsley, London, 1760. 
 
Weisberg, G. P., ‘Antoine Vivenel: The Private Museum and the Entrepreneur under the 
July Monarchy’, Journal of the History of Collections, vol. 2, no. 1, (1990), 21–39. 
  
Wendorf, R., Sir Joshua Reynolds: The Painter in Society, Harvard University Press, 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1996. 
 
Wiebenson, D., ‘Subjects from Homer's Iliad in Neoclassical Art’, The Art Bulletin, vol. 
46, no. 1, (Mar., 1964), 23–37. 
 
Williams, R., Keywords: A Vocabulary of Culture and Society, (2nd edition), Oxford 
University Press, New York, 1983. 
 
Williamson, G. S., The Longing for Myth in Germany: Religion and Aesthetic Culture from 
Romanticism to Nietzsche, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 2004. 
 
Wilson, D. M., The British Museum: A History, The British Museum Press, London, 2002. 
 
Wilton, A. and Bignamini, I. (eds.), Grand Tour: The Lure of Italy in the Eighteenth Century, 
(exh. cat.), Tate Gallery, London, 1997. 
 
	   347	  
Wilton, A., The Swagger Portrait: Grand Manner Portraiture in Britain from Van Dyck to 
Augustus John 1630–1930, (exh. cat.), Tate Gallery, London, 1992. 
 
Winckelmann, J. J., Gedanken über die Nachahmung der Griechischen Werke in der Malerei und 
Bildhauerkunst, Verlag der Waltherischen Handlung, Dresden und Leipzig, 1756 (The 
English edition, entitled Reflections on the Painting and Sculpture of the Greeks, was printed 
for H. A. M. Fusseli in 1765 and sold by A. Millar, London). 
 
Winckelmann, J. J., Geschichte der Kunst der Altertums, Dresden, 1764. (The French 
edition, entitled Histoire de l’Art chez les Anciens, was published in 1766, Chez E. van 
Harrevelt, Amsterdam; the Italian edition, entitled Storia delle Arti del Disegno Presso gli 
Antichi, was published both in 1779, 2 vols, Nell’ Imperial Monistero di S. Ambrogio 
Maggiore, Milan and in 1783–4 under the same title, 2vols, Dalla Stamperia Pagliarini, 
Rome). 
 
Winckelmann, J. J., Monumenti Antichi Inediti, 2 vols, A Spese dell’Autore, Rome, 1767. 
(The German edition, Alte Denkmäler der Kunst, was published in 1780, Bey Christian 
Ludewig Stahlbaum, Berlin; the French edition, entitled Monumens Inédits de l’Antiquité, 
was published in 1808–1809, 3 vols, Chez L. Paravicin, Paris). 
 
Winckelmann, J. J., The History of Ancient Art, trans. Henry G. Lodge, Boston, 1849 and 
several other editions. 
 
Winckelmann, J. J., Briefe, 3 vols, Rehm, W. (ed.), Gruyter de W., Berlin, 1952–1957. 
 
Witte, J. de., Études sur les Vases Peints, Bureaux de la Gazette des Beaux-Arts, Paris, 1865. 
 
Young, H., The Genius of Wedgwood, exh. cat., Victoria and Albert Museum, London, 
1995. 
 
	   348	  
Zannoni, G. B., Illustrazione di due Urne Etrusche di Alcuni Vasi Hamiltoniani, dell’ Abate 
Giambatista Zannoni, Antiquario nell’ Imp. Galleria di Firenze, Presso Nicolo Carli, Firenze, 
1812. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
